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EXHIBIT B 
 

Summary of Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Impact Topics 

1. Visual Resources 

Issues:  Issues associated with visual resources and aesthetics include the potential blockage of important 
public scenic views, project on-site visual aesthetics and compatibility with the surrounding area, and 
changes in exterior lighting. 
Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  Aesthetic quality, whether a project is visually pleasing or unpleasing, 
may be perceived and valued differently from one person to the next, and depends in part on the context of 
the environment in which a project is proposed.  The significance of visual changes is assessed qualitatively 
based on consideration of the proposed physical change and project design within the context of the 
surrounding visual setting. First, the existing visual setting is reviewed to determine whether important 
existing visual aesthetics are involved, based on consideration of existing views, existing visual aesthetics 
on and around the site, and existing lighting conditions. Under CEQA, the evaluation of a project’s potential 
impacts to scenic views is focused on views from public (as opposed to private) viewpoints and larger 
community wide views (those things visible by a larger community, as opposed to select individuals). The 
importance of existing views is assessed qualitatively based on whether important visual resources such as 
mountains, skyline trees, or the coastline, can be seen, the extent and scenic quality of the views, whether 
the views are experienced from public viewpoints, and how many people can see the views. The visual 
changes associated with the project are then assessed qualitatively to determine whether the project would 
result in substantial effects associated with important public scenic views, on-site visual aesthetics, and 
lighting.   

Significant visual resources impacts may potentially result from: 

 Substantial obstruction of important public or community wide scenic views. 

 Substantial degradation of important public or community wide scenic views or the visual quality 
of the site through extensive grading and changes in topography, removal of substantial amounts 
of vegetation and trees visible from public areas without adequate landscaping; or substantial loss 
of important public open space. 

 Substantial damage to scenic resources within a state scenic highway (Highway 154).  Impacts to 
local scenic roads should also be considered. These include Highway 101; Cabrillo Blvd between 
Highway 101 and Castillo Street; Sycamore Canyon Road (144)/Stanwood Drive(192)/Mission 
Ridge Road (192)/Mountain Drive to the Old Mission on Los Olivos Street), or Shoreline Drive 
from Castillo Street to the end of Shoreline Park. 

 Substantial negative aesthetic effect or incompatibility with surrounding land uses or structures due 
to project size, massing, scale, density, architecture, signage, or other design features. 

 Substantial light and/or glare that poses a hazard, disrupts sensitive wildlife, or substantially affects 
day or nighttime views. 

2. Air Quality 

Issues. Air quality issues involve pollutant emissions from vehicle exhaust, stationary sources (e.g. gas 
stations, boilers, diesel generators, dry cleaners, oil and gas processing facilities, etc.), and minor stationary 
sources called “area sources” (e.g. residential heating and cooling, fireplaces, etc.) that contribute to smog, 
particulates and nuisance dust associated with grading and construction processes, and nuisance odors. 
Stationary sources of air emissions are of particular concern to sensitive receptors, as is construction dust 
and particulate matter. Sensitive receptors are defined as children, elderly, or ill people that can be more 



 

 

adversely affected by air quality emissions. Land uses typically associated with sensitive receptors include 
schools, parks, playgrounds, childcare centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and 
clinics. 

Smog, or ozone, is formed in the atmosphere through a series of photochemical reactions involving 
interaction of oxides of nitrogen [NOx] and reactive organic compounds [ROC] (referred to as ozone 
precursors) with sunlight over a period of several hours. Primary sources of ozone precursors in the South 
Coast area are vehicle emissions. Sources of particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) include demolition, 
grading, road dust, agricultural tilling, mineral quarries, and vehicle exhaust. 

The City of Santa Barbara is part of the South Coast Air Basin. The City is subject to the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which are more 
stringent than the national standards. The CAAQS apply to six pollutants:  photochemical ozone, carbon 
monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, and lead. The Santa Barbara County Air 
Pollution Control District (APCD) provides oversight on compliance with air quality standards and 
preparation of the County Clean Air Plan. 

Santa Barbara County is considered in attainment of the federal eight-hour ozone standard, and in 
attainment of the state one-hour ozone standard. The County does not meet the state eight-hour ozone 
standard or the state standard for particulate matter less than ten microns in diameter (PM10); but does meet 
the federal PM10 standard. The County is in attainment for the federal PM2.5 standard and is unclassified for 
the state PM2.5 standard.   

The APCD has also issued several notifications and requirements regarding toxic air emissions generated 
from activities such as gasoline dispensing, dry cleaning, freeways, manufacturing, etc., that may require 
projects with these components to mitigate or redesign features of the project to avoid excessive health 
risks. Additionally, APCD requires submittal of an asbestos notification form for each regulated structure 
that is proposed to be demolished or renovated. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) and APCD 
also recommend buffers between Highway 101 and new residential developments or other sensitive 
receptors in order to reduce potential health risks associated with traffic-related air pollutant emissions, 
particularly diesel particulates.  Based on analysis in the certified Final Program EIR (2010) for the Plan 
Santa Barbara General Plan Update, the City established an interim policy limiting the introduction of new 
residential construction or sensitive receptor uses within 250 feet of Highway 101 (excluding minor 
additions or remodels of existing homes or the construction of one new residential unit on vacant property), 
until CARB implements further statewide phased diesel reduction measures and/or the City otherwise 
determines a satisfactory reduction of diesel reduction risks citywide or on individual projects.  Certain 
projects also have the potential to create objectionable odors that could create a substantial nuisance to 
neighboring residential areas or sensitive receptors and should be evaluated in CEQA documents.   

Global climate change refers to accelerated changes occurring in average worldwide weather patterns, 
measurable by factors such as air and ocean temperatures, wind patterns, storms, and precipitation. Climate 
changes are forecasted to result in increasingly serious effects to human health and safety and the natural 
environment in coming decades, such as from more extreme weather, sea level rise effects on flooding and 
coastal erosion, and impacts on air and water quality, habitats and wildlife, and agriculture. 

There is substantial evidence that accelerated climate change is due to emissions of carbon dioxide and 
other heat trapping “greenhouse gases”1 (GHG) from human activities. Natural processes emit GHG to 
regulate the earth’s temperature; however, substantial increases in emissions, particularly from fossil fuel 
combustion for electricity production and vehicle use, have substantially elevated the concentration of these 
gases in the atmosphere well beyond naturally occurring concentrations.  

                     
1 Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide, as well as smaller contributions from  hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride.  Greenhouse gas emissions are typically measured in metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide 
equivalents (CO2e) based on global warming potential, which allows for totaling the emissions. 



 

 

Carbon dioxide accounts for 85 percent of greenhouse gas emissions within the United States.  California 
is a substantial contributor of GHG (2nd largest contributor in the U.S. and the 16th largest in the world), 
with transportation and electricity generation representing the largest sources (41 and 22 percent, 
respectively).  In Santa Barbara, direct sources of greenhouse gas emissions are on-road vehicles, natural 
gas consumption, and off-road vehicles and equipment. Indirect sources (emissions removed in location or 
time) are electricity consumption (power generation), landfill decomposition (methane releases), and State 
Water Project transport (electricity use). 

California Assembly Bill 32 (2006 Global Warming Solutions Act) required CARB to create a program to 
reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020. Senate Bill 375 (2008 
Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act) required regional coordination of transportation and 
land use planning throughout the State to reduce vehicle GHG emissions.  CARB established targets for 
Santa Barbara County to not exceed 2005 per capita vehicle emissions in the years 2020 and 2035.  State 
Senate Bill 97 (enacted in 2007 and amended in 2010) required that project environmental reviews include 
analysis of greenhouse gas impacts and mitigation, and established that public agencies may provide for a 
communitywide greenhouse gas emissions mitigation program through an adopted climate action plan. 

The City of Santa Barbara Climate Action Plan was adopted in September 2012. Past, present, and 
forecasted future citywide greenhouse gas emissions were analyzed in the Plan and associated Addendum 
to the 2011 Final Program EIR for the General Plan Update in comparison to the State and City greenhouse 
gas emissions targets (2020 total emissions at 1990 level; 2020 and 2035 per capita vehicle emissions at 
2005 level). The analysis demonstrates that citywide emissions are decreasing. With continued 
implementation of existing State and City legislative measures, including measures implemented by new 
development projects, citywide emissions associated with growth under the General Plan would meet and 
surpass these State and City emissions targets. Additional Climate Action Plan measures would further 
reduce citywide emissions. The City Climate Action Plan constitutes a citywide mitigation program for 
greenhouse gas emissions in accordance with SB 97. 

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  A project may create a significant air quality impact from the following: 

 Exceeding an APCD pollutant threshold; inconsistency with District regulations; or exceeding 
population forecasts in the adopted County Clean Air Plan. 

 Exposing sensitive receptors, such as children, the elderly or sick people, to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

 Substantial unmitigated nuisance dust during earthwork or construction operations. 

 Creation of nuisance odors inconsistent with APCD regulations. 

Long-Term (Operational) Impact Guidelines: The City of Santa Barbara uses the APCD thresholds of 
significance for evaluating air quality impacts. The APCD has determined that a proposed project will not 
have a significant air quality impact on the environment if operation of the project will: 

 Emit (from all project sources, both stationary and mobile) less than 240 pounds per day for ROC 
and NOx , and 80 pounds per day for PM10; 

 Emit less than 25 pounds per day of ROC or NOx from motor vehicle trips only;  

 Not cause a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard (except ozone);  

 Not exceed the APCD health risks public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD Board; and  

 Be consistent with the adopted federal and state air quality plans for Santa Barbara. 

Substantial long-term project emissions could potentially stem from stationary sources which may require 
permits from the APCD and from motor vehicles associated with the project and from mobile sources. 
Examples of stationary emission sources that require permits from APCD include gas stations, auto body 



 

 

shops, diesel generators, boilers and large water heaters, dry cleaners, oil and gas production and processing 
facilities, and wastewater treatment facilities.  

Short-Term (Construction) Impacts Guidelines: Projects involving grading, paving, construction, and 
landscaping activities may cause localized nuisance dust impacts and increased particulate matter (PM10). 
Substantial dust-related impacts may be potentially significant, but are generally considered mitigable with 
the application of standard dust control mitigation measures. Standard dust mitigation measures are applied 
to projects with either significant or less than significant effects. 

Exhaust from construction equipment also contributes to air pollution. Quantitative thresholds of 
significance are not currently in place for short-term or construction emissions for non-stationary sources. 
However, APCD uses the threshold for stationary sources as a guideline for determining the impacts of 
construction emissions for non-stationary sources. The stationary source threshold states that a project’s 
combined emissions from all construction equipment cannot exceed 25 tons of any pollutant except carbon 
monoxide within a 12-month period. Standard equipment exhaust mitigation measures are recommended 
by APCD for projects with either significant or less than significant effects. 

Cumulative Impacts and Consistency with Clean Air Plan: If the project-specific impact exceeds the ozone 
precursor significance threshold, it is also considered to have a considerable contribution to cumulative 
impacts. When a project is not accounted for in the most recent Clean Air Plan growth projections, then the 
project’s impact may also be considered to have a considerable contribution to cumulative air quality 
impacts. The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments and Air Resources Board on-road 
emissions forecasts are used as a basis for vehicle emission forecasting. If a project provides for increased 
population growth beyond that forecasted in the most recently adopted Clean Air Plan, or if the project does 
not incorporate appropriate air quality mitigation and control measures, or is inconsistent with APCD rules 
and regulations, then the project may be found inconsistent with the Clean Air Plan and may have a 
significant impact on air quality. 

Global Climate Change:  In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project may have a 
significant impact related to global climate change if it would generate substantial greenhouse gas emissions 
either directly or indirectly, or would conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing the emission of greenhouse gases. 

Based on the analysis within the City Climate Action Plan and the General Plan Program EIR Addendum, 
projects within the growth assumptions of the 2030 General Plan and that meet applicable City regulations 
for greenhouse gas emission reductions:  

(1) Would be consistent with the City Climate Action Plan and associated policies and regulations for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions;  

(2) Would be within the citywide greenhouse gas impact assessment in the Climate Action Plan and 
associated General Plan Program EIR Addendum, which found that total citywide greenhouse gas 
emissions and per capita vehicle emissions would meet State and City reduction targets and would not 
constitute a significant environmental impact; and  

(3) Would be within the City Council Climate Action Plan adoption finding that no significant greenhouse 
gas impacts would result from General Plan build out of the City.  

3. Biological Resources 

Issues: Biological resources issues involve the potential for a project to substantially affect biologically-
important natural vegetation and wildlife, particularly species that are protected as rare, threatened, or 
endangered by federal or state wildlife agencies, and their habitats. 

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  Existing native wildlife and vegetation on a project site are assessed to 
identify whether they constitute important biological resources, based on the types, amounts, and quality of 



 

 

the resources within the context of the larger ecological community. If important or sensitive biological 
resources exist, project effects on the resources are qualitatively evaluated to determine whether the project 
would substantially affect these important biological resources. Significant biological resource impacts may 
potentially result from substantial disturbance to important wildlife and vegetation in the following ways: 

 Elimination, substantial reduction or disruption of important natural vegetative communities, 
wildlife habitat, migration corridors, or habitats supporting sensitive species such as oak woodland, 
coastal strand, riparian, and wetlands. 

 Substantial effect on a protected plant or animal species listed or otherwise identified or protected 
as endangered, threatened or rare. 

 Substantial loss or damage to biologically important native trees such as oak or sycamore trees 
(note that, if applicable, historic or landmark trees are discussed in Section 4. Cultural Resources, 
and other trees are discussed in Section 1. Visual Resources). 

4. Cultural Resources 

Issues:  Archaeological resources are subsurface deposits dating from Prehistoric or Historical time periods. 
Native American culture appeared along the channel coast over 10,000 years ago, and numerous villages 
of the Barbareño Chumash flourished in coastal plains now encompassed by the City. Spanish exploration 
and eventual settlements in Santa Barbara occurred in the 1500’s through 1700’s. In the mid-1800’s, the 
City began its transition from Mexican village to American city, and in the late 1800’s through early 1900’s 
experienced intensive urbanization. Historic resources are aboveground structures and sites from historical 
time periods with historic, architectural, or other cultural importance. The City’s built environment has a 
rich cultural heritage with a variety of architectural styles, including the Spanish Colonial Revival style 
emphasized in the rebuilding of Santa Barbara’s downtown following a destructive 1925 earthquake. 

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  Archaeological and historical impacts are evaluated qualitatively by 
archeologists and historians. First, existing conditions on a site are assessed to identify whether important 
or unique archaeological or historical resources exist, based on criteria specified in the State CEQA 
Guidelines and City Master Environmental Assessment Guidelines for Archaeological Resources and 

Historical Structures and Sites, summarized as follows: 

 Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there exists a 
demonstrable public interest in that information.  

 Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example 
of its type. 

 Is directly associated with an important prehistoric or historic event or person. 

If important archaeological or historic resources exist on the site, project changes are evaluated to determine 
whether they would substantially affect these important resources. 

 

5. Geology and Soils - Discussion 

Issues: Geophysical impacts involve geologic and soil conditions, and their potential to create physical 
hazards affecting persons or property; or substantial changes to the physical condition of the site. Included 
are earthquake-related conditions such as fault rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction (a condition in which 
saturated soil loses shear strength during earthquake shaking), or seismic waves; unstable soil or slope 
conditions, such as landslides, subsidence (the downward shifting of the Earth’s surface; can result in 
sinkholes), expansive or compressible/collapsible soils, or erosion; and extensive grading or topographic 
changes. 



 

 

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  Potentially significant geophysical impacts may result from: 

 Exposure of people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or death involving unstable earth conditions 
due to:  seismic conditions (such as earthquake faulting, ground shaking, liquefaction, or seismic 
waves); landslides; sea cliff retreat; or expansive soils.  

 Exposure to or creation of unstable earth conditions due to geologic or soil conditions, such as 
landslides, settlement, or expansive, collapsible/compressible, or expansive soils. 

 Substantial erosion of soils. 

 Placement of a septic system in an area with soils not capable of adequately supporting disposal of 
wastewater or where waste water could potentially cause unstable conditions or water quality 
problems.   

6. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issues: Hazardous materials issues involve the potential for public health or safety impacts from exposure 
of persons or the environment to hazardous materials or risk of accidents involving combustible or toxic 
substances. 

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  Significant impacts may result from the following: 

 Siting of incompatible projects in close proximity to existing sources of safety risk, such as 
pipelines, industrial processes, railroads, airports, etc. 

 Exposure of project occupants or construction workers to unremediated soil or groundwater 
contamination. 

 Exposure of persons or the environment to hazardous substances due to improper use, storage, or 
disposal of hazardous materials. 

 Physical interference with an emergency evacuation or response plan. 

 Siting of development in a high fire hazard areas or beyond adequate emergency response time, 
with inadequate access or water pressure, or otherwise in a manner that creates a fire hazard. 

Emergency access is discussed in the Section 9. Transportation.  Toxic air contaminants are discussed in 
Section 2. Air Quality.   

7. Noise 

Issues:  Noise issues are associated with siting of a new noise-sensitive land use in an area subject to high 
ambient background noise levels, siting of a noise-generating land use next to existing noise-sensitive land 
uses, and/or short-term construction-related noise. Similarly construction techniques such as pile driving 
and blasting and land uses such as the railroad can present issues of ground borne vibration. If ground borne 
vibration is excessive, it can impact the integrity of structures and can affect sensitive land uses. 

The primary source of ambient noise in the City is vehicle traffic noise. The City Master Environmental 
Assessment (MEA) Noise Contour Map identifies average ambient noise levels within the City. 

Ambient noise levels are determined as averaged 24-hour weighted levels, using the Day-Night Noise Level 
(Ldn) or Community Noise Equivalence Level (CNEL) measurement scales. The Ldn averages the varying 
sound levels occurring over the 24-hour day and gives a 10- decibel penalty to noises occurring between 
the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to take into account the greater annoyance of intrusive noise levels 
during nighttime hours. Since Ldn is a 24-hour average noise level, an area could have sporadic loud noise 
levels above 60 dB(A) which average out over the 24-hour period. CNEL is similar to Ldn but includes a 
separate 5 dB(A) penalty for noise occurring between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. CNEL and Ldn 



 

 

values usually agree with one another within 1 dB(A).  

The Equivalent Noise Level (Leq) is a single noise level, which, if held constant during the measurement 
time period, would represent the same total energy as a fluctuating noise. Leq values are commonly 
expressed for periods of one hour, but longer or shorter time periods may be specified. In general, a change 
in noise level of less than three decibels is not audible. A doubling of the distance from a noise source will 
generally equate to a change in decibel level of six decibels. 

Guidance for appropriate long-term background noise levels for various land uses are established in the 
City General Plan Noise Element Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. Building codes also establish 
maximum average ambient noise levels for the interiors of structures.   

High construction noise levels occur with the use of heavy equipment such as scrapers, rollers, graders, 
trenchers and large trucks for demolition, grading, and construction. Equipment noise levels can vary 
substantially through a construction period, and depend on the type of equipment, number of pieces 
operating, and equipment maintenance. Construction equipment generates noise levels of more than 80 or 
90 dB(A) at a distance of 50 feet, and the shorter impulsive noises from other construction equipment (such 
as pile drivers and drills) can be even higher, up to and exceeding 100 dB(A). Noise during construction is 
generally intermittent and sporadic, and after completion of the initial demolition, grading, and site 
preparation activities, tends to be quieter. 

The Noise Ordinance (Chapter 9.16 of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code) governs short-term or periodic 
noise, such as construction noise, operation of motorized equipment or amplified sound, or other sources 
of nuisance noise. The ordinance establishes limitations on hours of construction and motorized equipment 
operations, and provides criteria for defining nuisance noise in general. 

Aircraft traffic also creates intermittent higher noise levels and is a major source for noise in the 
communities surrounding the Santa Barbara Airport. The Airport is located outside of the continuous 
boundary of the City, and areas affected by aircraft noise include several neighborhoods within the City of 
Goleta, UCSB, and unincorporated areas of the County.  The Santa Barbara Airport’s Noise Compatibility 
Program and the Airport Land Use Plan provide noise abatement procedures and policies for the airport to 
minimize noise; guidelines for placement of noise sensitive land uses near the airport, and mitigation 
measures to prevent impacts to residential areas from airport noise.   

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  A significant noise impact may result from: 

1. Substantial noise and/or vibration from grading and construction activity in close proximity to noise-
sensitive receptors for an extensive duration; or 

2. Siting of a project such that persons would be subject to long-term ambient noise levels in excess of 
the Noise Element land use compatibility guidelines as follows. The guidelines include maximum 
interior and exterior noise levels. 

a. Interior noise levels are of primary importance for residences due to the health concerns 
associated with continued exposure to high interior noises.  Projects not meeting interior noise 
levels would have significant noise impacts. 

b. For exterior noise levels, there are two levels of noise: 

ii. “Clearly unacceptable” exterior levels are those levels above which it would be prohibitive, 
even with mitigation, to achieve the maximum interior noise levels, and the outdoor 
environment would be intolerable for the assigned use. Projects exceeding the maximum 
“clearly unacceptable” noise levels would have significant noise impacts. 

iii. “Normally unacceptable” noise levels are those levels which it is clear that with standard 
construction techniques maximum interior noise levels will be met and there will be little 
interference with the land use.  Projects below the maximum “normally unacceptable” noise 



 

 

levels would have less than significant noise impacts.   
 Projects with exterior noise levels exceeding the “normally acceptable” level and below 

the maximum “clearly unacceptable” level are evaluated on a case-by-case basis to identify 
mitigation to achieve the “normally acceptable” exterior levels to the extent feasible, and 
to determine the level of significance of the noise exposure.  

 Commercial (retail, restaurant, etc.) and Office (personal, business, professional): 
Normally acceptable maximum exterior ambient noise level of 75 dB(A) Ldn; clearly 
unacceptable maximum exterior noise level of 80 dB(A) Ldn; maximum interior noise level 
of 50 dB(A) Ldn. 

 Residential: Normally acceptable maximum exterior ambient noise level of 60 dB(A) Ldn 
in single family neighborhoods and 65 dB(A) Ldn in non-residential or multi-family 
neighborhoods); clearly unacceptable maximum exterior noise level of 75 dB(A) Ldn; 
maximum interior noise level of 45 dB(A) Ldn 

8. Population and Housing 

Issues: Environmental effects associated population and housing involve actions that would induce 
substantial population growth or displace substantial numbers of homes or persons. 

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  Issues of potentially significant population and housing impacts may 
involve: 

 Growth inducement, such as provision of substantial population or employment growth or creation 
of substantial housing demand; development in an undeveloped area, or extension/ expansion of 
major infrastructure that could support additional future growth. 

 Loss of a substantial number of housing units, especially loss of more affordable housing. 

9. Public Services and Utilities - Discussion 

Issues:  This section evaluates project effects on fire and police protection services, schools, public facility 
maintenance and other governmental services, utilities, including electric and natural gas, water and sewer 
service, and solid waste disposal. 

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  The following may be identified as significant public services and 
facilities impacts: 

 Creation of a substantial need for increased police department, fire department, public facility 
maintenance, or government services staff or equipment. 

 Generation of substantial numbers of students exceeding public school capacity where schools have 
been designated as overcrowded. 

 Inadequate water, sewage disposal, or utility facilities. 

 Substantial increase in solid waste disposal to area sanitary landfills. 

Sewer:  The maximum capacity of the El Estero Treatment Plant is 11 million gallons per day (MGD), with 
current average daily flows in 2011 of 8 MGD.  In 2010, the City certified a citywide Program Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update. This FEIR 
concluded that the increased wastewater flows to El Estero Wastewater Treatment Plant are enough to 
accommodate the growth planned through 2030 for the City. The FEIR also concluded that the increased 
wastewater flows into the City’s collection systems would not substantially contribute to current problems 
of offsite inflow and infiltration of wastewater flows from the City’s system. 

Water:  The City of Santa Barbara’s water supply comes primarily from the following sources, with the 
actual share of each determined by availability and level of customer demand:  Lake Cachuma and Tecolote 
Tunnel; Gibraltar Reservoir, Devils Canyon and Mission Tunnel; groundwater; State Water Project Table 



 

 

A allotment; desalination; and recycled water. Conservation and efficiency improvements are projected to 
contribute to the supply by offsetting demand that would otherwise have to be supplied by additional 
sources.  On June 14, 2011, based on the comprehensive review of the City’s water supply, the City Council 
approved the Long Term Water Supply Program (LTWSP) for the planning period 2011-2030. The LTWSP 
outlines a strategy to use the above sources to meet the City’s estimated system demand (potable plus 
recycled water) of 14,000 AFY, plus a 10% safety margin equal to 1,400 AFY, for a total water supply 
target of 15,400 AFY. The LTWSP concludes that the City’s water supply is adequate to serve the 
anticipated demand plus safety margin during the planning period. 

Solid Waste:  Most of the waste generated in the City is transported on a daily basis to seven landfills 
located around the County.  The County of Santa Barbara, which operates the landfills, has developed 
impact significance thresholds related to the impacts of development on remaining landfill capacity. These 
thresholds are utilized by the City to analyze solid waste impacts. The County thresholds are based on the 
projected average solid waste generation for Santa Barbara County from 1990-2005. The County assumes 
a 1.2% annual increase (approximately 4000 tons per year) in solid waste generation over the 15-year 
period. The County’s threshold for project specific impacts to the solid waste system is 196 tons per year 
(this figure represents 5% of the expected average annual increase in solid waste generation [4000 tons per 
year]) for project operations. Source reduction, recycling, and composting can reduce a project’s waste 
stream by as much as 50%. If a proposed project generates 196 or more tons per year after reduction and 
recycling efforts, impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable. Proposed projects with a 
project specific impact as identified above (196 tons per year or more) would also be considered 
cumulatively significant, as the project specific threshold of significance is based on a cumulative growth 
scenario. However, as landfill space is already extremely limited, any increase in solid waste of 1% or more 
of the expected average annual increase in solid waste generation [4000 tons per year], which equates to 40 
tons per year, is considered adverse significant cumulative impact. 

The County of Santa Barbara adopted revised solid waste generation thresholds and guidelines in October 
2008. According to the County’s thresholds of significance, any construction, demolition or remodeling 
project of a commercial, industrial or residential development that is projected to create more than 350 tons 
of construction and demolition debris is considered to have a significant impact on solid waste generation. 
The County’s 350-ton threshold has not been formally adopted by the City; however, it provides a useful 
method for calculating and analyzing construction waste generated by a project.   

Facilities and Services:  In 2010, the City certified a citywide Program Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR) for the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update. The FEIR concluded that under existing conditions 
as well as the projected planned development and all studied alternatives, all public services (police, fire, 
library, public facilities, governmental facilities, electrical power, natural gas and communications) could 
accommodate the potential additional growth until 2030. The FEIR also determined that growth in the City 
under the General Plan would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on public 
services on the South Coast. 

Schools:  None of the school districts in the South Coast have been designated "overcrowded" as defined 
by California State law. Per California Government Code Section 66000, the City collects development 
impact fees from new development to offset the cost of providing school services/additional infrastructure 
to accommodate new students generated by the development.  

10. Recreation 

Issues: Recreational issues are associated with increased demand for recreational facilities, or, loss of or 
impacts to existing recreational facilities or parks.  

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  Recreation impacts may be significant if they result in: 

 Substantial increase in demand for park and recreation facilities in an area under-served by existing 



 

 

public park and recreation facilities. 

 Substantial loss or interference with existing park space or other public recreational facilities such as 
hiking, cycling, or horse trails. 

11. Transportation 

Issues:  Transportation issues include traffic, access, circulation and safety. Vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian, 
and mass transit modes of transportation are all considered, as well as emergency vehicle access. The City 
General Plan Circulation Element contains policies addressing circulation and traffic in the City. Projects 
near the City’s airport may also be considered for effects to air traffic patterns and safety.   

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  A proposed project may have a significant impact on traffic and 
circulation if it would: 

Vehicle Traffic 
 Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and street system 

capacity (see traffic thresholds below). 

 Cause insufficiency in the transit system, taking into account all modes of transportation. 

 Conflict with the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) or Circulation Element or other adopted plan 
or policy pertaining to vehicle or transit systems. 

Circulation and Traffic Safety 
 Create potential hazards due to addition of traffic to a roadway that has design features (e.g., narrow 

width, roadside ditches, sharp curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or that 
supports uses that would be incompatible with substantial increases in traffic. 

 Diminish or reduce effectiveness, adequacy, or safety of pedestrian, bicycle, or public transit 
circulation. 

 Result in inadequate emergency access on-site or to nearby uses. 

 Conflict with regional and local plans, policies, or ordinances regarding the circulation system, 
including all modes of transportation (vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle, and public transportation). 

Air Traffic 

 Substantially change air traffic patterns or pose safety risks associated with air traffic. 

Vehicle Traffic Thresholds of Significance:  The City uses Levels of Service (LOS) “A” through “F” to 
describe operating conditions at signalized intersections in terms of volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios, with 
LOS A (0.50-0.60 V/C) representing free flowing conditions and LOS F (0.90+ V/C) describing conditions 
of substantial delay. The City General Plan Circulation Element establishes the goal for City intersections 
to not exceed LOS C (0.70-0.80 V/C). 

For purposes of environmental assessment, LOS C at 0.77 V/C is the threshold Level of Service against 
which impacts are measured. An intersection is considered “impacted” if the volume to capacity ratio is .77 
V/C or greater. 

Project-Specific Significant Impact: A significant project-specific traffic impact would result if a project’s 
net peak- traffic generation would constitute 1% or more of the intersection capacity at one or more of the 
following intersections: 

1. Olive Mill Road & Coast Village Road 
2. Coast Village Road Roundabout 
3. Milpas Street & Quinientos Street 



 

 

4. Milpas Street & Haley Street 
5. Garden Street & Gutierrez Street 
6. Garden Street & Highway 101 Northbound Ramps  
7. Garden Street & Highway 101 Southbound Ramps  
8. Castillo Street & Haley Street  
9. Carrillo Street & Highway 101 Northbound Ramps 
10. Carrillo Street & Highway 101 Southbound Ramps 
11. Carrillo Street & San Andres Street 
12. Mission Street & State Street 
13. Mission Street & Castillo Street 
14. Mission Street and Bath Street 
15. Mission Street & Highway 101 Northbound Ramps 
16. Mission Street & Highway 101 Southbound Ramps 
17. Mission Street & Modoc Road 
18. Meigs Road and Cliff Drive 
19. Las Positas Road & Cliff Drive 
20. Las Positas Road & Modoc Road 
21. Las Positas Road and Highway 101 Southbound Ramps 
22. Calle Real & Highway 101 Northbound Ramps 
23. Las Positas Road & State Street 
24. Hitchcock Way & State Street 
25. Hope Avenue & State Street 
26. La Cumbre Road & State Street 
27. Hope Avenue, Calle Real & Highway 101 Northbound Ramps 

Significant Cumulative Contribution: A considerable project contribution to significant cumulative traffic 
effects would result when a project’s net peak-hour traffic together with other cumulative traffic from 
existing and reasonably foreseeable pending project would cause an intersection level of service to exceed 
0.77 volume to capacity (V/C) ratio; or when the project would contribute peak-hour traffic to an 
intersection already exceeding a 0.77 V/C ratio level of service. 

Airport Area: Traffic analysis for projects at the airport and surrounding City parcels will not be subject to 
the updated threshold because that threshold is specific to specified intersections within the main part of 
the City jurisdiction. Projects proposed in the airport area shall use the following project-specific traffic 
threshold: A significant project-specific traffic impact would result if a project’s net peak-hour traffic 
generation would increase the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio at an intersection to greater than .77, or would 
increase the V/C ratio by .01 or more when an intersection is already operating at greater than .77 V/C 
during peak hours. The City’s traffic analysis of projects proposed in the airport area shall be coordinated 
with County, City of Goleta, and Caltrans traffic thresholds as appropriate under CEQA. 
  



 

 

12. Water Quality and Hydrology 

Issues:  Water resources issues include changes in surface drainage, creeks, surface water quality, 
groundwater quantity and quality, flooding, and inundation. 

Impact Evaluation Guidelines:  A significant impact would result from: 

 

Water Resources and Drainage 

 Substantially changing the amount of surface water in any water body or the quantity of 
groundwater recharge. 

 Substantially changing the drainage pattern or creating a substantially increased amount or rate of 
surface water runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage and storm water 
systems. 

 Altering drainage patterns or affecting creeks in a way that would cause substantial erosion, 
siltation, on- or off-site flooding, or impacts to sensitive biological resources (See Section 3 as 
well). 

Water Quality 

 Substantial discharge of sediment or pollutants into surface water or groundwater, or otherwise 
degrading water quality, including temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity. 

The City of Santa Barbara began implementing the Storm Water Management Program (SWMP) in January 
of 2009.  The purpose of the SWMP is to implement and enforce a program designed to reduce the discharge 
of pollutants to the “maximum extent practicable” to protect water quality.  The SWMP addresses discharge 
of pollutants both during construction and after construction.  The water quality treatment requirement is 
to retain and treat the 1-inch, 24-hr. storm event.  The peak runoff discharge rate requirement is that the 
peak runoff discharge rate shall not exceed the pre-development rate up to the 25 year storm.  The volume 
reduction requirement is to retain on site the volume difference between pre and post conditions for the 25-
yr, 24-hr storm or the 1-inch storm (whichever is larger). 

Flooding and Inundation Hazards 

 Locating development within 100-year flood hazard areas; substantially altering the course or flow 
of flood waters or otherwise exposing people or property to substantial flood hazard. 

 Exposing people or structures to substantial unmitigated risk involving inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow. 
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Standard Conditions of Approval Applicable to Project 

 
 

The following is an initial identification of standard conditions of approval that would be applicable to the project based on 
the project description and to assure consistency with policies and ordinance provisions. Additional project conditions of 
approval may be applied, and condition wording may be adjusted for the project based on further project review and 
decision-maker findings. 

 

Agreement to Conditions 

Project Plans and Implementation. Plans shall show all design, landscape and restoration elements approved by Design 
Review, and all elements and specifications shall be implemented on site. 

Recorded Conditions Agreement. The owner shall execute a City-approved written instrument to include the following 
(items below to be further specified): 

 Approved development 

 Development rights restrictions and easements 

 Building height restriction 

 Landscape plan and biological restoration compliance 

 Storm water pollution control and drainage systems implementation and maintenance 

 Geotechnical and coastal bluff liability limitations 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting. The owner shall implement the mitigation monitoring and reporting program for 
the project’s mitigation measures outlined in the mitigated negative declaration for the project. 

 Project Environmental Coordinator Required. Submit to the Planning Division a contract with a qualified 
independent consultant to act as the Project Environmental Coordinator (PEC). Both the PEC and the contract are 
subject to approval by the project Environmental Analyst. The PEC shall be responsible for assuring full 
compliance with the provisions of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) and Conditions of 
Approval to the City. The contract shall include the following, at a minimum: 

o The frequency and/or schedule of the monitoring of the mitigation measures. 

o A method for monitoring the mitigation measures. 

o A list of reporting procedures, including the responsible party, and frequency. 

o A list of other monitors to be hired, if applicable, and their qualifications. 

o Submittal of weekly / biweekly / monthly reports during demolition, excavation, grading and footing 
installation and biweekly / monthly reports on all other construction activity regarding MMRP and 
condition compliance by the PEC to the Community Development Department/Case Planner. 

o Submittal of a Final Mitigation Monitoring Report. 

o The PEC shall have authority over all other monitors/specialists, the contractor, and all construction 
personnel for those actions that relate to the items listed in the MMRP and conditions of approval, including 
the authority to stop work, if necessary, to achieve compliance with mitigation measures. 

 Mitigation Monitoring Compliance Reports. The PEC shall submit _____ reports to the Community 
Development Department, Planning Division, during demolition, excavation, grading and footing 
installation and ____ reports on all other construction activity regarding MMRP compliance. 

 

 EXHIBIT C 
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Visual Aesthetics 

Design Review. The project, including public improvements, is subject to the review and approval of the Single Family 
Design Board (SFDB with project incorporation of Planning Commission land use conditions including: 

 Landscape plan and biological restoration measures, including protective measures implemented during 
construction; appropriate plant materials on bluffs and steep slopes; irrigation systems; landscape screening; 
screening for utility and foundation stability devices. (items to be further specified) 

 Project exterior lighting plans consistent with SBMC provisions to avoid substantial effects to neighboring 
residents, habitats, and travel safety. 

Air Quality 

Air Quality and Dust Control.  The following measures shall be shown on grading and building plans and shall be adhered 
to throughout grading, hauling, and construction activities:  

 During construction, use water trucks or sprinkler systems to keep all areas of vehicle movement damp enough to 
prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this should include wetting down such areas in the late morning 
and after work is completed for the day. Increased watering frequency should be required whenever the wind speed 
exceeds 15 mph. Reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. However, reclaimed water should not be used 
in or around crops for human consumption.  

 Minimize amount of disturbed area and reduce on site vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour or less.  

 If importation, exportation and stockpiling of fill material is involved, soil stockpiled for more than two days shall 
be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent dust generation. Trucks transporting fill material to 
and from the site shall be tarped from the point of origin.  

 Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of mud onto public roads.  

 After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation is completed, treat the disturbed area by watering, or 
revegetating, or by spreading soil binders until the area is paved or otherwise developed so that dust generation will 
not occur.  

 The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control program and to order 
increased watering, as necessary, to prevent transport of dust offsite. Their duties shall include holiday and weekend 
periods when work may not be in progress. The name and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to 
the Air Pollution Control District prior to land use clearance for map recordation and land use clearance for finish 
grading of the structure.  

 All portable diesel-powered construction equipment shall be registered with the state’s portable equipment 
registration program OR shall obtain an APCD permit.  

 Fleet owners of mobile construction equipment are subject to the California Air Resource Board (CARB) 
Regulation for In-use Off-road Diesel Vehicles (Title 13 California Code of Regulations, Chapter 9, § 2449), the 
purpose of which is to reduce diesel particulate matter (PM) and criteria pollutant emissions from in-use (existing) 
off-road diesel-fueled vehicles. For more information, please refer to the CARB website at 
www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/ordiesel.htm.  

 All commercial diesel vehicles are subject to Title 13, § 2485 of the California Code of Regulations, limiting engine 
idling time. Idling of heavy-duty diesel construction equipment and trucks during loading and unloading shall be 
limited to five minutes; electric auxiliary power units should be used whenever possible.  

 Diesel construction equipment meeting the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 1 emission standards for 
off-road heavy-duty diesel engines shall be used. Equipment meeting CARB Tier 2 or higher emission standards 
should be used to the maximum extent feasible.  

 Diesel powered equipment should be replaced by electric equipment whenever feasible.  

 If feasible, diesel construction equipment shall be equipped with selective catalytic reduction systems, diesel 
oxidation catalysts and diesel particulate filters as certified and/or verified by EPA or California.  

 Catalytic converters shall be installed on gasoline-powered equipment, if feasible.  

 All construction equipment shall be maintained in tune per the manufacturer’s specifications.  
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 The engine size of construction equipment shall be the minimum practical size.  

 The number of construction equipment operating simultaneously shall be minimized through efficient management 
practices to ensure that the smallest practical number is operating at any one time. Construction worker trips should 
be minimized by requiring carpooling and by providing for lunch onsite. 

Biological Resources 

Fish and Wildlife Fee. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife fee shall be paid by the owner immediately upon 
project approval. A delay in payment will result in a delay in filing the required CEQA Notice of Determination. 

Design Review. See item under Visual Resources above for approval of landscape and biological restoration plan, to include 
measures for establishment of new vegetation. 

Biological Monitoring Contract. Submit a contract with a qualified biologist acceptable to City for specified biological 
monitoring for construction period and establishment of restoration and landscape vegetation and temporary irrigation. 

Cultural Resources 

Unanticipated Archaeological Resources Process and Contractor Notification. Standard discovery measures shall be 
implemented per the City master Environmental Assessment throughout grading and construction: Prior to the start of any 
vegetation or paving removal, demolition, trenching or grading, contractors and construction personnel shall be alerted to 
the possibility of uncovering unanticipated subsurface archaeological features or artifacts.  If such archaeological resources 
are encountered or suspected, work shall be halted immediately, the City Environmental Analyst shall be notified and the 
Owner shall retain an archaeologist from the most current City Qualified Archaeologists List.  The latter shall be employed 
to assess the nature, extent and significance of any discoveries and to develop appropriate management recommendations 
for archaeological resource treatment, which may include, but are not limited to, redirection of grading and/or excavation 
activities, consultation and/or monitoring with a Barbareño Chumash representative from the most current City qualified 
Barbareño Chumash Site Monitors List, etc. Measures to address resource discovery shall be approved by the 
Environmental Analyst and implemented by applicant to avoid significant impacts to important resources. 

 If the discovery consists of possible human remains, the Santa Barbara County Coroner shall be contacted 
immediately.  If the Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the Coroner shall contact the 
California Native American Heritage Commission.  A Barbareño Chumash representative from the most current 
City Qualified Barbareño Chumash Site Monitors List shall be retained to monitor all further subsurface disturbance 
in the area of the find.  Work in the area may only proceed after the Environmental Analyst grants authorization. 

 If the discovery consists of possible prehistoric or Native American artifacts or materials, a Barbareño Chumash 
representative from the most current City Qualified Barbareño Chumash Site Monitors List shall be retained to 
monitor all further subsurface disturbance in the area of the find.  Work in the area may only proceed after the 
Environmental Analyst grants authorization. 

 A final report on the results of the archaeological monitoring shall be submitted by the City-approved archaeologist 
to the Environmental Analyst within 180 days of completion of the monitoring and prior to any certificate of 
occupancy for the project. 

Public Services, Facilities, Utilities 

Water Rights. The owner shall assign to the City exclusive right to extract ground water under the property. 

Public Improvement Plans. Public improvement plans shall be submitted to the Public Works Department for review and 
approval. 

Dedications. Easements shown on plans shall be subject to City approval of easement scope and locations. 

Transportation 
Haul Routes Require Separate Permit.  Apply for a Public Works Permit to establish the haul route(s) for all construction-
related trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating of three tons or more, entering or exiting the site.  The Haul Routes shall 
be approved by the Transportation Engineer. 

Construction-Related Truck Trips.  Construction-related truck trips for trucks with a gross vehicle weight rating of three 
tons or more shall not be scheduled during peak hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) in order to help 
reduce truck traffic on adjacent streets and roadways. 
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Construction Parking.  During construction, free parking spaces for construction workers shall be provided on-site or off-
site in locations subject to the approval of the Transportation Manager. 

Construction Storage/Staging.  Construction vehicle/ equipment/ materials storage and staging shall be done per specified 
locations approved by the Transportation Manager. No parking or storage shall be permitted within the public right-of-way, 
unless specifically permitted by the Transportation Manager with a Public Works permit. 

Water Quality and Hydrology 

Drainage and Water Quality.  The project is required to comply with Tier 3 of the Storm Water BMP Guidance Manual, 
pursuant to Santa Barbara Municipal Code Chapter 22.87 for treatment, rate and volume.  The Owner shall submit (specified 
information) prepared by a registered civil engineer or licensed architect demonstrating that the new development will 
comply with the City’s Storm Water BMP Guidance Manual. Project plans for grading, drainage, storm water facilities and 
treatment methods, and project development, shall be subject to review and approval by the City Building Division and 
Public Works Department.  Sufficient engineered design and adequate measures shall be employed to ensure that no 
unpermitted construction-related or long-term effects from increased runoff, erosion and sedimentation, urban water 
pollutants, or groundwater pollutants would result from the project. 

For any proprietary treatment devices that are proposed as part of the project’s final Storm Water Management Plan, the 
Owner shall provide an Operations and Maintenance Procedure Plan consistent with the manufacturer’s specifications 
(describing schedules and estimated annual maintenance costs for pollution absorbing filter media replacement, sediment 
removal, etc.). The Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Creeks Division for consistency with the Storm Water BMP 
Guidance Manual and the manufacturer’s specifications. 

After certificate of occupancy is granted, any proprietary treatment devices installed will be subject to water quality testing 
by City Staff to ensure they are performing as designed and are operating in compliance with the City’s Storm Water MS4 
Permit. 

 

 



P
H
O
T
O

D
O
C
U
M
E
N
T
A
T
I
O
N

G
.
0
4

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 E

C
D

LL
 L

O
O

K
IN

G
 D

O
W

N
 E

XI
ST

IN
G

 D
R

IV
EW

AY
 O

F 
19

25
 +

 1
92

7 
EC

D
LL

 (0
5.

23
.1

2)
1

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 E

C
D

LL
 A

LO
N

G
 T

H
E

 1
92

1-
19

19
 E

C
D

LL
 D

R
IV

EW
AY

 T
O

 T
H

E 
S

A
N

TA
 B

A
R

B
A

R
A

 C
H

A
N

N
E

L 
A

N
D

 S
A

N
TA

 C
R

U
Z 

IS
LA

N
D

 (0
5.

23
.1

2)
2

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 E

X
IS

TI
N

G
 1

92
1 

EC
D

LL
 D

R
IV

EW
AY

LO
O

KI
N

G
 N

O
R

TH
EA

ST
 A

T 
19

19
 E

C
D

LL
 (0

5.
23

.1
2)
3

- 4

- 5
- 7

- 8

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 B

E
A

C
H

 L
O

O
K

IN
G

 N
O

R
TH

 T
O

W
AR

D
S 

PR
O

JE
C

T 
SI

TE
9

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 B

E
A

C
H

 L
O

O
K

IN
G

 N
O

R
TH

 T
O

W
AR

D
S 

PR
O

JE
C

T 
SI

TE
10

V
IE

W
 L

O
O

K
IN

G
 N

O
R

TH
 T

H
R

O
U

G
H

 N
O

R
TH

EA
ST

 F
R

O
M

 L
O

W
ER

 L
O

W
 T

ID
E 11

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 B

E
A

C
H

 L
O

O
K

IN
G

 N
O

R
TH

 T
O

W
AR

D
S 

PR
O

JE
C

T 
SI

TE
12

K
E

Y
 P

LA
N

N
.T

.S
.

1
2

3 12

11

N

9
10

VI
EW

 F
RO

M 
DE

C.
 14

, 2
01

2 L
OW

ER
-L

OW
 T

ID
E 

BE
AC

H 
TO

 B
AC

K 
BE

AC
H,

 C
OA

ST
AL

 B
LU

FF
, A

ND
 T

OP
 E

DG
ES

 O
F 

RO
OF

 LI
NE

S
OF

 H
OU

SE
S 

IN
 T

HE
 IM

ME
DI

AT
E 

NE
IG

HB
OR

HO
OD

. T
HE

 D
EV

EL
OP

ME
NT

 E
NV

EL
OP

E 
AT

 19
25

 E
CD

LL
 IS

 B
EL

OW
 A

ND
 T

O 
TH

E
RI

GH
T 

OF
 T

HE
 T

RE
E 

AN
D 

SH
RU

BS
 A

T 
1 A

ND
 T

O 
TH

E 
LE

FT
 O

F 
TH

E 
TR

EE
 A

T 
2.

VI
EW

 F
RO

M 
TH

E 
LO

W
ER

-L
OW

 T
ID

E 
BE

AC
H 

(D
EC

. 1
4, 

20
12

, M
IN

US
 1.

7 F
EE

T 
ML

LW
) L

OO
KI

NG
 LA

ND
W

AR
D 

AT
 T

HE
 S

AN
D 

AN
D

CO
BB

LE
 B

EA
CH

 P
LA

NE
 IN

 T
HE

 LO
W

ER
 F

OR
EG

RO
UN

D,
 C

OA
ST

AL
 B

LU
FF

, A
ND

 T
OP

 E
DG

ES
 O

F 
RO

OF
 LI

NE
S 

OF
 H

OU
SE

S
(L

EF
T 

TO
 R

IG
HT

) 1
93

3 E
CD

LL
, (

PA
RT

LY
 O

BS
CU

RE
D 

BY
 V

EG
ET

AT
IO

N)
 19

27
 E

CD
LL

, D
EV

EL
OP

ME
NT

 E
NV

EL
OP

E 
AT

 19
25

EC
DL

L B
EL

OW
 T

HE
 T

RE
E 

AN
D 

SH
RU

BS
 A

T 
1 A

ND
 T

O 
TH

E 
LE

FT
 A

ND
 B

EH
IN

D 
TH

E 
TR

EE
 A

T 
2, 

19
21

 E
CD

LL
, (P

AR
TL

Y
OB

SC
UR

ED
 B

Y 
VE

GE
TA

TI
ON

) 1
90

9 E
CD

LL
, A

ND
 18

37
 E

CD
LL

 A
T 

TH
E 

RI
GH

T 
OF

 T
HE

 P
HO

TO
.

VI
EW

 O
F 

TH
E 

PR
IM

AR
ILY

 V
EG

ET
AT

ED
 C

OA
ST

AL
 B

LU
FF

 A
T 

19
25

 E
CD

LL
, A

S 
SE

EN
 F

RO
M 

TH
E 

SO
UT

HE
RL

Y 
PR

OP
ER

TY
 LI

NE
(M

EA
N 

HI
GH

 T
ID

E 
LIN

E)
, L

OO
KI

NG
 LA

ND
W

AR
D,

 O
N 

OC
T.

 12
, 2

01
2. 

TH
E 

VE
RT

IC
AL

 LI
NE

S 
ILL

US
TR

AT
E 

TH
E 

EA
ST

ER
LY

 A
ND

W
ES

TE
RL

Y 
PR

OP
ER

TY
 LI

NE
S 

OF
 19

25
 E

CD
LL

.

VI
EW

 F
RO

M 
TH

E 
JA

N.
 17

, 2
01

2 L
OW

ER
-L

OW
 T

ID
E 

BE
AC

H 
TO

 T
HE

 B
AC

K 
BE

AC
H,

 C
OA

ST
AL

 B
LU

FF
, A

ND
 T

OP
 E

DG
ES

 O
F 

RO
OF

LIN
ES

 O
F 

HO
US

ES
 IN

 T
HE

 IM
ME

DI
AT

E 
NE

IG
HB

OR
HO

OD
. T

HE
 D

EV
EL

OP
ME

NT
 E

NV
EL

OP
E 

AT
 19

25
 E

CD
LL

 IS
 T

O 
TH

E 
RI

GH
T

OF
 T

HE
 T

RE
E 

AN
D 

SH
RU

BS
 A

T 
1A

, B
EH

IN
D 

AN
D 

SL
IG

HT
LY

 A
BO

VE
 T

HE
 S

HR
UB

S 
AT

 1B
, A

ND
 B

EH
IN

D 
AN

D 
SL

IG
HT

LY
 A

BO
VE

TH
E 

SH
RU

BS
 A

T 
2.

19
21

 E
CD

LL

2
1B 1A

VE
GE

TA
TE

D 
CO

AS
TA

L B
LU

FF
 F

AC
E 

AT
 19

25
 E

CD
LL

. V
EG

ET
AT

IO
N 

ON
 C

OA
ST

AL
 B

LU
FF

 T
OP

 S
CR

EE
NS

RO
OF

 LI
NE

 A
T 

TO
P 

0F
 19

25
 E

CD
LL

 H
OU

SE
 F

RO
M 

TH
IS

 P
ER

SP
EC

TI
VE

 A
T 

LO
W

 T
ID

E 
BE

AC
H.

6

p
 
r
 
i
 
n
 
t
 
 
/
 
 
r
 
e
 
v
 
i
 
s
 
i
 
o
 
n

p
 
r
 
o
 
j
 
e
 
c
 
t
 
 
 
t
 
e
 
a
 
m

w
w
w
.
a
b
d
e
s
i
g
n
s
t
u
d
i
o
i
n
c
.
c
o
m

P
 
H
 
 
|
 
8
 
0
 
5
 
.
 
9
 
6
 
3
 
.
 
2
 
1
 
0
 
0

F
 
X
 
 
|
 
8
 
0
 
5
 
.
 
9
 
6
 
3
 
.
 
2
 
3
 
0
 
0

4
2
0
 
E
A
S
T
 
H
A
L
E
Y
 
S
T
R
E
E
T

S
A
N
T
A
 
B
A
R
B
A
R
A
|
C
A
L
I
F
O
R
N
I
A
 
9
3
1
0
1

p
 
r
 
o
 
j
 
e
 
c
 
t
 
 
 
i
 
n
 
f
 
o

c o p y r i g h t:  All ideas, designs, and drawings included within these documents are the sole ownership of AB DESIGN STUDIO,INC. and are solely instruments of service for the construction of this project. They are not to be traced,copied, scanned, reprinted, reproduced, or otherwise used without the expressed and
written consent of AB DESIGN STUDIO, INC. All copies to be returned to AB DESIGN STUDIO, INC. unless specific arrangements have been made in writing between AB DESIGN STUDIO, INC. and its clients, consultants, etc. All rights reserved per California Law and Title 17, U.S. Code. © AB design studio, inc.

|
P
R
O
J
E
C
T
 
-
 
#
1
1
4
7
|

EM
PR

IS
E 

TR
US

T 
RE

SI
DE

NC
E

|
P
R
O
J
E
C
T
 
A
D
D
R
E
S
S
|

1
9
2
5
 
E
L
 
C
A
M
I
N
O
 
D
E
 
L
A
 
L
U
Z

S
A
N
T
A
 
B
A
R
B
A
R
A
,
 
C
A
 
9
3
1
0
9

|
O
W
N
E
R
 
C
O
N
T
A
C
T
|

E
M
P
R
I
S
E
 
T
R
U
S
T

8
0
5
.
6
3
7
.
9
0
0
9

|
C
O
A
S
T
A
L
 
C
O
N
S
I
S
T
E
N
C
Y
 
A
N
A
L
Y
S
I
S
|

N
o
r
b
e
r
t
 
D
a
l
l
,
 
S
t
e
p
h
a
n
i
e
 
D
a
l
l

D
a
l
l
 
&
 
A
s
s
o
c
i
a
t
e
s

9
3
0
 
F
l
o
r
i
n
 
R
o
a
d
,
 
S
u
i
t
e
 
2
0
0

S
a
c
r
a
m
e
n
t
o
,
 
C
A
 
9
5
8
3
1

p
h
:
 
9
1
6
.
3
9
2
.
0
2
8
3

e
:
 
n
o
r
b
e
r
t
d
a
l
l
@
i
c
l
o
u
d
.
c
o
m

s
d
a
l
l
4
9
@
a
o
l
.
c
o
m

|
G
E
O
T
E
C
H
N
I
C
A
L
 
E
N
G
I
N
E
E
R
,
 
E
N
G
I
N
E
E
R
I
N
G

G
E
O
L
O
G
I
S
T
|

P
a
t
 
S
h
i
r
e
s
,
 
J
o
h
n
 
W
a
l
l
a
c
e

C
o
t
t
o
n
,
 
S
h
i
r
e
s
 
&
 
A
s
s
o
c
,
 
I
n
c
.

2
8
0
4
 
C
a
m
i
n
o
 
D
o
s
 
R
i
o
s
,
 
S
t
e
 
2
0
1

T
h
o
u
s
a
n
d
 
O
a
k
s
,
 
C
A
 
9
1
3
2
0

p
h
:
 
8
0
5
.
3
7
5
.
1
0
5
0

e
:
 
c
o
t
t
o
n
s
h
i
r
e
s
@
m
e
.
c
o
m

e
:
 
j
w
a
l
l
a
c
e
@
c
o
t
t
o
n
s
h
i
r
e
s
.
c
o
m

|
C
I
V
I
L
 
E
N
G
I
N
E
E
R
| C
h
a
r
l
i
e
 
G
r
a
n
t
,
 
A
S
C
E

p
h
:
 
3
3
0
.
6
8
5
.
3
5
2
5

f
x
:
 
3
3
0
.
8
5
4
.
0
5
5
0

e
:
 
c
l
g
r
a
n
t
@
s
s
s
n
e
t
.
c
o
m

|
B
I
O
L
O
G
I
S
T
|

G
e
o
f
f
 
S
m
i
c
k

W
R
A
,
 
I
n
c
.

2
1
6
9
-
G
 
E
a
s
t
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
B
l
v
d
.

S
a
n
 
R
a
f
a
e
l
,
 
C
A
 
9
4
9
0
1

p
h
:
 
4
1
5
.
4
5
4
.
8
8
6
8

e
:
 
s
m
i
c
k
@
w
r
a
-
c
a
.
c
o
m

|
C
O
A
S
T
A
L
 
H
A
Z
A
R
D
S
 
/
 
W
A
V
E
 
R
U
N
U
P
|

D
a
v
i
d
 
S
k
e
l
l
y
,
 
M
S
,
 
P
E

G
e
o
 
S
o
i
l
s
,
 
I
n
c
.

5
7
4
1
 
P
a
l
m
e
r
 
W
a
y

C
a
r
l
s
b
a
d
,
 
C
A
 
9
2
0
1
0

p
h
:
 
7
6
0
.
4
3
8
.
3
1
5
5

e
:
 
d
s
k
e
l
l
y
@
g
e
o
s
o
i
l
s
i
n
c
.
c
o
m

4
-
1
5
-
2
0
1
6

P
L
A
N
N
I
N
G
 
T
R
A
N
S
M
I
T
T
A
L

5
-
0
2
-
2
0
1
6

S
F
D
B
 
C
O
N
C
E
P
T
 
#
2
 
H
E
A
R
I
N
G

|
H
I
S
T
O
R
I
C
 
C
O
A
S
T
A
L
 
B
L
U
F
F
 
P
O
S
I
T
I
O
N
|

J
o
s
e
p
h
 
S
c
e
p
a
n
 
G
e
o
S
c
i
e
n
c
e
s

3
0
6
1
 
R
u
b
y
 
D
r
i
v
e

M
e
d
f
o
r
d
,
 
O
R
 
9
7
5
0
4

p
h
:
 
5
4
1
.
6
9
0
.
7
5
9
5

e
:
 
j
s
c
e
p
a
n
@
c
h
a
r
t
e
r
.
n
e
t

|
S
U
R
V
E
Y
O
R
|

P
a
u
l
 
C
o
o
k

L
.
P
.
 
C
o
o
k
 
&
 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y

1
0
2
9
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
S
t
r
e
e
t

S
a
n
t
a
 
B
a
r
b
a
r
a
,
 
C
A
 
9
3
1
0
1

p
h
:
 
8
0
5
.
9
6
6
.
5
1
0
5

e
:
 
p
c
o
o
k
@
l
p
c
o
o
k
.
c
o
m

R
E
S
I
D
E
N
T
I
A
L
 
R
E
U
S
E
 
P
R
O
J
E
C
T

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 L

O
W

E
R

 L
O

W
 T

ID
E

 B
E

A
C

H
 P

LA
N

E 
LO

O
KI

N
G

 N
O

R
TH

 A
T 

19
25

 E
C

D
LL

(0
3.

07
.1

5)
6

20
07

ED
GE

W
AT

ER
20

01
 E

CD
LL

19
33

 E
CD

LL
19

27
 E

CD
LL

19
25

 E
CD

LL
19

09
 E

CD
LL

20
07

 E
DG

EW
AT

ER
19

25
 E

CD
LL

19
33

 E
CD

LL
19

27
 E

CD
LL

19
25

 E
CD

LL
19

09
 E

CD
LL

18
37

 E
CD

LL

20
07

 E
DG

EW
AT

ER
20

01
 E

CD
LL

19
33

 E
CD

LL
19

27
 E

CD
LL

19
37

 E
CD

LL
19

27
 E

CD
LL

19
25

EC
DL

L

19
21

 E
CD

LL
19

25
 E

CD
LL

20
07

ED
GE

W
AT

ER
20

01
 E

CD
LL

19
33

 E
CD

LL
19

27
 E

CD
LL

19
25

 E
CD

LL
UP

SL
OP

E
BE

HI
ND

CY
PR

ES
S

19
09

 E
CD

LL

19
27

 E
CD

LL
19

21
 E

CD
LL

19
09

 E
CD

LL
19

19
 E

CD
LL

19
21

 E
CD

LL
(F

OR
EG

RO
UN

D)

19
25

EC
DL

L

1
2

1
2

EXHIBIT D1

http://www.abdesignstudioinc.com
mailto:norbertdall@icloud.com
mailto:sdall49@aol.com
mailto:cottonshires@me.com
mailto:jwallace@cottonshires.com
mailto:clgrant@sssnet.com
mailto:smick@wra-ca.com
mailto:dskelly@geosoilsinc.com
mailto:jscepan@charter.net
mailto:pcook@lpcook.com


E
M

P
R

IS
E

 T
R

U
S

T
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
0

6
.0

3
.2

0
1

6

1
2

3

6

9
10

11

12

K
E

Y 
S

IT
E

 P
LA

N

V
IE

W
 K

E
Y

N



E
M

P
R

IS
E

 T
R

U
S

T
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
0

6
.0

3
.2

0
1

6

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 E

C
D

LL
 L

O
O

K
IN

G
 D

O
W

N
 E

X
IS

TI
N

G
 D

R
IV

E
W

AY
O

F 
19

25
 +

 1
92

7 
E

C
D

LL
 

1



E
M

P
R

IS
E

 T
R

U
S

T
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
0

6
.0

3
.2

0
1

6

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 E

C
D

LL
 A

LO
N

G
 T

H
E

 1
92

1-
19

19
 E

C
D

LL
 D

R
IV

E
W

AY
 T

O
 T

H
E

 S
A

N
TA

 B
A

R
B

A
R

A 
C

H
A

N
N

E
L 

A
N

D
 S

A
N

TA
 C

R
U

Z 
IS

LA
N

D
2



E
M

P
R

IS
E

 T
R

U
S

T
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
0

6
.0

3
.2

0
1

6

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 E

X
IS

TI
N

G
 1

92
1 

E
C

D
LL

 D
R

IV
E

W
AY

 L
O

O
K

IN
G

 N
O

R
TH

E
A

S
T 

AT
 1

91
9 

E
C

D
LL

3



E
M

P
R

IS
E

 T
R

U
S

T
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
0

6
.0

3
.2

0
1

6

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 L

O
W

E
R

 L
O

W
 T

ID
E

 B
E

A
C

H
 P

LA
N

E
 L

O
O

K
IN

G
 

N
O

R
TH

 A
T 

19
25

 E
C

D
LL

 
V

E
G

E
TA

TE
D

 C
O

A
S

TA
L 

B
LU

FF
 F

A
C

E
 A

T 
19

25
 E

C
D

LL
. V

E
G

E
TA

TI
O

N
 O

N
 

C
O

A
S

TA
L 

B
LU

FF
 T

O
P 

S
C

R
E

E
N

S
 R

O
O

F 
LI

N
E

 A
T 

TO
P 

O
F 

19
25

 E
C

D
LL

 
H

O
U

S
E

 F
R

O
M

 T
H

IS
 P

E
R

S
P

E
C

TI
V

E
 A

T 
LO

W
 T

ID
E

 B
E

A
C

H
. V

E
R

TI
C

A
L 

LI
N

E
S

 
IL

LU
S

TR
AT

E
 T

H
E

 E
A

S
TE

R
LY

 A
N

D
 W

E
S

TE
R

LY
 P

R
O

P
E

R
TY

 L
IN

E
S

 O
F 

19
25

 
E

C
D

LL
.

6

20
07

 E
D

G
E

W
AT

E
R

19
25

 E
C

D
LL

19
27

 E
C

D
LL

19
21

 E
C

D
LL



E
M

P
R

IS
E

 T
R

U
S

T
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
0

6
.0

3
.2

0
1

6

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 B

E
A

C
H

 L
O

O
K

IN
G

 N
O

R
TH

 T
O

W
A

R
D

S
 P

R
O

JE
C

T 
S

IT
E

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 D

E
C

. 1
4,

 2
01

2 
LO

W
E

R
-L

O
W

 T
ID

E
 B

E
A

C
H

 T
O

 B
A

C
K

 B
E

A
C

H
, C

O
A

S
TA

L 
B

LU
FF

, A
N

D
 R

O
O

F 
LI

N
E

S
 O

F 
H

O
U

S
E

S
 (T

O
P 

E
D

G
E

S
 O

F 
R

O
O

F 
LI

N
E

S
 R

E
P

R
E

S
E

N
TE

D
 B

Y 
R

E
D

 L
IN

E
S

) I
N

 T
H

E
 IM

M
E

D
IA

TE
 

N
E

IG
H

B
O

R
H

O
O

D
. T

H
E

 D
E

V
E

LO
P

M
E

N
T 

E
N

V
E

LO
P

E
 A

T 
19

25
 E

C
D

LL
 (T

O
P 

E
D

G
E

 O
F 

R
O

O
F 

LI
N

E
 

R
E

P
R

E
S

E
N

TE
D

 B
Y 

Y
E

LL
O

W
 L

IN
E

) I
S

 B
E

LO
W

 A
N

D
 T

O
 T

H
E

 R
IG

H
T 

O
F 

TH
E

 T
R

E
E

 A
N

D
 S

H
R

U
B

S
 A

T 
1 

A
N

D
 T

O
 T

H
E

 L
E

FT
 O

F 
TH

E
 T

R
E

E
 A

T 
2.

 

9

20
07

E
D

G
E

W
AT

E
R

20
01

 
E

C
D

LL
19

33
 

E
C

D
LL

19
27

 
E

C
D

LL
19

25
 

E
C

D
LL

19
09

 
E

C
D

LL

19
21

 
E

C
D

LL

1
2



E
M

P
R

IS
E

 T
R

U
S

T
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
0

6
.0

3
.2

0
1

6

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 B

E
A

C
H

 L
O

O
K

IN
G

 N
O

R
TH

 T
O

W
A

R
D

S
 P

R
O

JE
C

T 
S

IT
E

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 T

H
E

 L
O

W
E

R
-L

O
W

 T
ID

E
 B

E
A

C
H

 (D
E

C
. 1

4,
 2

01
2,

 M
IN

U
S

 1
.7

 F
E

E
T 

M
LL

W
) L

O
O

K
IN

G
 

LA
N

D
W

A
R

D
 A

T 
TH

E
 S

A
N

D
 A

N
D

 C
O

B
B

LE
 B

E
A

C
H

 P
LA

N
E

 IN
 T

H
E

 L
O

W
E

R
 F

O
R

E
G

R
O

U
N

D
, 

C
O

A
S

TA
L 

B
LU

FF
, A

N
D

 R
O

O
F 

LI
N

E
S

 O
F 

H
O

U
S

E
S

 (L
E

FT
 T

O
 R

IG
H

T,
 T

O
P 

E
D

G
E

S
 O

F 
R

O
O

F 
LI

N
E

S
 

R
E

P
R

E
S

E
N

TE
D

 B
Y 

R
E

D
 L

IN
E

S
.) 

19
33

 E
C

D
LL

, (
PA

R
TL

Y 
O

B
S

C
U

R
E

D
 B

Y 
V

E
G

E
TA

TI
O

N
) 1

92
7 

E
C

D
LL

, D
E

V
E

LO
P

M
E

N
T 

E
N

V
E

LO
P

E
 A

T 
19

25
 E

C
D

LL
 (T

O
P 

E
D

G
E

 O
F 

R
O

O
F 

LI
N

E
 R

E
P

R
E

S
E

N
TE

D
 

B
Y 

Y
E

LL
O

W
 L

IN
E

) B
E

LO
W

 T
H

E
 T

R
E

E
 A

N
D

 S
H

R
U

B
S

 A
T 

1 
A

N
D

 T
O

 T
H

E
 L

E
FT

 A
N

D
 B

E
H

IN
D

 T
H

E
 

TR
E

E
 A

T 
2,

 1
92

1 
E

C
D

LL
, (

PA
R

TL
Y 

O
B

S
C

U
R

E
D

 B
Y 

V
E

G
E

TA
TI

O
N

) 1
90

9 
E

C
D

LL
, A

N
D

 1
83

7 
E

C
D

LL
 

AT
 T

H
E

 R
IG

H
T 

O
F 

TH
E

 P
H

O
TO

.

10

19
33

 
E

C
D

LL
19

27
 

E
C

D
LL

19
25

 
E

C
D

LL
19

09
 

E
C

D
LL

18
37

E
C

D
LL

2
1

19
21

 
E

C
D

LL



E
M

P
R

IS
E

 T
R

U
S

T
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
0

6
.0

3
.2

0
1

6

V
IE

W
 L

O
O

K
IN

G
 N

O
R

TH
 T

H
R

O
U

G
H

 N
O

R
TH

E
A

S
T 

FR
O

M
 L

O
W

E
R

 L
O

W
 T

ID
E

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 T

H
E

 J
A

N
. 1

7,
 2

01
2 

LO
W

E
R

-L
O

W
 T

ID
E

 B
E

A
C

H
 T

O
 T

H
E

 B
A

C
K

 B
E

A
C

H
, C

O
A

S
TA

L 
B

LU
FF

, 
A

N
D

 R
O

O
F 

LI
N

E
S

 O
F 

H
O

U
S

E
S

 (L
E

FT
 T

O
 R

IG
H

T 
, T

O
P 

E
D

G
E

S
 O

F 
R

O
O

F 
LI

N
E

S
 R

E
P

R
E

S
E

N
TE

D
 

B
Y 

R
E

D
 L

IN
E

S
.) 

IN
 T

H
E

 IM
M

E
D

IA
TE

 N
E

IG
H

B
O

R
H

O
O

D
. T

H
E

 D
E

V
E

LO
P

M
E

N
T 

E
N

V
E

LO
P

E
 A

T 
19

25
 

E
C

D
LL

 (T
O

P 
E

D
G

E
 O

F 
R

O
O

F 
LI

N
E

 R
E

P
R

E
S

E
N

TE
D

 B
Y 

Y
E

LL
O

W
 L

IN
E

) I
S

 T
O

 T
H

E
 R

IG
H

T 
O

F 
TH

E
 

TR
E

E
 A

N
D

 S
H

R
U

B
S

 A
T 

1A
, B

E
H

IN
D

 A
N

D
 S

LI
G

H
TL

Y 
A

B
O

V
E

 T
H

E
 S

H
R

U
B

S
 A

T 
1B

, A
N

D
 B

E
H

IN
D

 A
N

D
 

S
LI

G
H

TL
Y 

A
B

O
V

E
 T

H
E

 S
H

R
U

B
S

 A
T 

2.

11

19
37

 E
C

D
LL

19
27

 E
C

D
LL

20
07

E
D

G
E

W
AT

E
R

20
01

E
C

D
LL

19
33

E
C

D
LL

19
27

E
C

D
LL

19
19

E
C

D
LL

(B
E

Y
O

N
D

 
W

H
IT

E
FE

N
C

E
)

19
09

E
C

D
LL 19

25
E

C
D

LL

19
25

E
C

D
LL

1B 1A
2

19
21

 E
C

D
LL

(F
O

R
E

G
R

O
U

N
D

)



E
M

P
R

IS
E

 T
R

U
S

T
 R

E
S

ID
E

N
C

E
0

6
.0

3
.2

0
1

6

20
01

 
E

C
D

LL
20

07
E

D
G

E
W

AT
E

R

V
IE

W
 F

R
O

M
 B

E
A

C
H

 L
O

O
K

IN
G

 N
O

R
TH

 T
O

W
A

R
D

S
 P

R
O

JE
C

T 
S

IT
E

V
IE

W
 O

F 
TH

E
 P

R
IM

A
R

IL
Y 

V
E

G
E

TA
TE

D
 C

O
A

S
TA

L 
B

LU
FF

 A
T 

19
25

 E
C

D
LL

, A
S

 S
E

E
N

 F
R

O
M

 T
H

E
 

LO
W

E
R

 L
O

W
 T

ID
E

 P
LA

N
E

 O
N

 A
P

R
IL

 2
4,

 2
01

0.
 T

H
E

 V
E

R
TI

C
A

L 
W

H
IT

E
 L

IN
E

S
 IL

LU
S

TR
AT

E
 T

H
E

 
E

A
S

TE
R

LY
 A

N
D

 W
E

S
TE

R
LY

 P
R

O
P

E
R

TY
 L

IN
E

S
 O

F 
19

25
 E

C
D

LL
.

12

19
09

E
C

D
LL

19
21

 E
C

D
LL

19
25

 E
C

D
LL

19
25

 E
C

D
LL

 
U

P
S

LO
P

E
 B

E
H

IN
D

C
Y

P
R

E
S

S

19
27

 
E

C
D

LL
19

33
 

E
C

D
LL



To Sort, press all at same time: CTRL+SHIFT+S 20 Closest Lots Data Ranked by FAR
for:  1925 El Camino de la Luz

Address Data Source Lot Size in Garage FAR
(Optional) (Ex: Co. Assessor's Office) APN net sq. ft. Floors House /Carport Total FAR Rank
1917 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-042 5,215 1,658 520 2,178 0.42 1 Largest
2000 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-009 6,286 1,520 400 1,920 0.31 2
1930 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-011 14,155 3,523 718 4,241 0.30 3
2007 Edgewater Way Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-066 21,726 5,437 700 6,137 0.28 4
1929 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-041 7,349 1,465 560 2,025 0.28 5
1926 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-012 16,400 3,854 500 4,354 0.27 6
1931 El Camino de la Luz City Planning File 045-100-081 12,029 2,870 193 3,063 0.25 7
1919 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-043 7,233 1,384 400 1,784 0.25 8
1915 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-044 9,854 1,944 440 2,384 0.24 9
1907 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-077 9,234 1,606 440 2,046 0.22 10
1936 El Camino de la Luz City Planning File 045-100-010 14,853 2,722 441 3,163 0.21 11
1910 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-073 8,991 1,335 483 1,818 0.20 12
1925 El Camino de la Luz MST Project - Pending/Proposed045-100-024 20,046 3,101 444 3,545 0.18 13
1918 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-013 23,521 2,805 354 3,159 0.13 14
1933 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-082 16,109 1,784 350 2,134 0.13 15
1906 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-015 13,958 1,158 230 1,388 0.10 16
1927 El Camino de la Luz City Planning File 045-100-025 22,973 1,883 346 2,229 0.10 17
2001 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-027 29,832 1,660 238 1,898 0.06 18
1909 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-022 37,581 1,338 750 2,088 0.06 19
1921 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-023 35,770 0 0.00 20

Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-083 20,093 0 0.00 21 Smallest

Average/Mean Total of House + Garage  Size (including project proposal): 2,713
Average/Mean FAR (including project proposal): 0.21 Revised 8-21-07

20 Closest Lots Data Ranked by Size
for:  1925 El Camino de la Luz

Address Data Source Lot Garage
(Optional) (Ex: Co. Assessor's Office) APN Size Floors House /Carport Total Rank
2007 Edgewater Way Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-066 21,726 5,437 700 6,137 1 Largest
1926 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-012 16,400 3,854 500 4,354 2
1930 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-011 14,155 3,523 718 4,241 3
1925 El Camino de la Luz MST Project - Pending/Proposed045-100-024 20,046 3,101 444 3,545 4
1936 El Camino de la Luz City Planning File 045-100-010 14,853 2,722 441 3,163 5
1918 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-013 23,521 2,805 354 3,159 6
1931 El Camino de la Luz City Planning File 045-100-081 12,029 2,870 193 3,063 7
1915 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-044 9,854 1,944 440 2,384 8
1927 El Camino de la Luz City Planning File 045-100-025 22,973 1,876 346 2,222 9
1917 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-042 5,215 1,658 520 2,178 10
1933 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-082 16,109 1,784 350 2,134 11
1909 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-022 37,581 1,338 750 2,088 12
1907 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-077 9,234 1,606 440 2,046 13
1929 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-041 7,349 1,465 560 2,025 14
2000 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-009 6,286 1,520 400 1,920 15
2001 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-027 29,832 1,660 238 1,898 16
1910 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-073 8,991 1,335 483 1,818 17
1919 El Camino de la Luz City Street File 045-100-043 7,233 1,384 400 1,784 18
1906 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-015 13,958 1,158 230 1,388 19
1921 El Camino de la Luz Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-023 35,770 0 20

Co. Assessor's Office 045-100-083 20,093 21 Smallest

Average/Mean House Size (including project proposal): 2,577
Revised 8-21-07

Parcels Omitted
from 20 Closest Lots Data

Address Property Use Lot Garage Data Source
(Optional) (Ex. Comm., Multi-Family) APN Size Floors House /Carport Total FAR (Ex. Co. Assessor's)

Form posted 8-20-07

Optional Information

20 closest lots F.A.R. study for project at 1925 El Camino de la Luz; Requested 
by City Staff at February 22nd, 2015 Single Family Design Board Hearing.

EXHIBIT D2
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ENTER Project Address: 1925 E.C.D.L.L. - SB, CA 93109

Is there a basement or cellar existing or proposed? No

ENTER Proposed TOTAL Net FAR Floor Area (in 
sq. ft.): 3,545

ENTER Zone ONLY from drop-down list: E-3

ENTER Net Lot Area (in sq. ft.): 9,913
Is the height of existing or proposed buildings 17 

feet or greater? Yes

Are existing or proposed buildings two stories or 
greater? Yes

The FAR Requirements are: REQUIRED**

ENTER Average Slope of Lot: 27.60%
Does the height of existing or proposed buildings 

exceed 25 feet? Yes

Is the site in the Hillside Design District? Yes
Does the project include 500 or more cu. yds. of 

grading outside the main building footprint? Yes

FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR): 0.357611218

Lot Size Range: 4,000 - 9,999 sq.ft.

MAX FAR Calculation (in sq. ft.): 1,200 + (0.25 x lot size in sq.ft.)

100% MAX FAR: 0.371053163

100% MAX FAR (in sq. ft.): 3678.25

85% of MAX FAR (in sq. ft.): 3126.5125

80% of MAX FAR (in sq. ft.): 2942.6

*  NOTE:  Percentage total is rounded up.

ENTER Acreage to Convert to square footage: 1.00

Net Lot Area (in sq. ft.): 43560

H:\Group Folders\PLAN\Handouts\Official Handouts\Design Review\FAR_Calculator.xls Revised December 13, 2010

F.A.R. Calculator

The 3545 square foot proposed total is 97.0% of the MAX FAR.*

Instructions:  Enter the information in the white boxes below.  The spreadsheet will calculate the proposed FAR (floor area ratio), the 100% 
max FAR (per the Zoning Ordinance), and the 85% max FAR (per the Zoning Ordinance).  Additionally it will determine whether a FAR 
Modification is required.

The Net Lot Area does not include any Public Road Easements or Public Road Right-of-Way areas.  The proposed TOTAL Net FAR Floor 
Area shall include the net floor area of all stories of all building, but may or may not include basement/cellar floor area.  For further 
clarification on these definitions please refer to SBMC §28.15.083.

An FAR MOD is required per SBMC §28.15

Acreage Conversion Calculator

**NOTE:  If your project is located on a site with multiple or overlay zones, please contact Planning Staff to confirm whether the FAR 
limitations are "Required" or "Guideline".
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ENTER Project Address: 1925 E.C.D.L.L. - SB, CA 93109

Is there a basement or cellar existing or proposed? No

ENTER Proposed TOTAL Net FAR Floor Area (in 
sq. ft.): 3,545

ENTER Zone ONLY from drop-down list: E-3

ENTER Net Lot Area (in sq. ft.): 3,431
Is the height of existing or proposed buildings 17 

feet or greater? Yes

Are existing or proposed buildings two stories or 
greater? Yes

The FAR Requirements are: REQUIRED**

ENTER Average Slope of Lot: 13.50%
Does the height of existing or proposed buildings 

exceed 25 feet? Yes

Is the site in the Hillside Design District? Yes
Does the project include 500 or more cu. yds. of 

grading outside the main building footprint? Yes

FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR): 1.033226465

Lot Size Range: < 4,000 sq. ft.

MAX FAR Calculation (in sq. ft.): 2,200 sq. ft.

100% MAX FAR: 0.641212474

100% MAX FAR (in sq. ft.): 2200

85% of MAX FAR (in sq. ft.): 1870

80% of MAX FAR (in sq. ft.): 1760

*  NOTE:  Percentage total is rounded up.

ENTER Acreage to Convert to square footage: 1.00

Net Lot Area (in sq. ft.): 43560

H:\Group Folders\PLAN\Handouts\Official Handouts\Design Review\FAR_Calculator.xls Revised December 13, 2010

F.A.R. Calculator

The 3545 square foot proposed total is 162.0% of the MAX FAR.*

Instructions:  Enter the information in the white boxes below.  The spreadsheet will calculate the proposed FAR (floor area ratio), the 100% 
max FAR (per the Zoning Ordinance), and the 85% max FAR (per the Zoning Ordinance).  Additionally it will determine whether a FAR 
Modification is required.

The Net Lot Area does not include any Public Road Easements or Public Road Right-of-Way areas.  The proposed TOTAL Net FAR Floor 
Area shall include the net floor area of all stories of all building, but may or may not include basement/cellar floor area.  For further 
clarification on these definitions please refer to SBMC §28.15.083.

An FAR MOD is required per SBMC §28.15

Acreage Conversion Calculator

**NOTE:  If your project is located on a site with multiple or overlay zones, please contact Planning Staff to confirm whether the FAR 
limitations are "Required" or "Guideline".



Horticulture Lemonade Berry Mitigation Area -
0.01 acre in Non-native Grassland Temporary Construction Bench/

Restored Private Open Space -
0.03 acre in Non-native Grassland

Residence -
0.06 acre in Non-native Grassland

Driveway Widening -
0.07 acre in Non-native Grassland

Driveway Re-Paving -
0.02 acre in Impervious Pavement

Date: May 2015
Map By: Michael Rochelle
Aerial: November 2011

Attachment 2. Project Impact and Mitigation Map

1925 El Camino de la Luz
Santa Barbara County, California

0 50 10025
Feet

Path: L:\Acad 2000 Files\20000\20165\gis\arcmap\May 2015\Project Impacts.mxd

1925 ECDLL Property Boundary

Cliff Aster (Malacothirx saxatilis var. saxatilis)
Horticulture Lemonade Berry Mitigation Area

Project Components

Impervious Pavement - 0.02 acre

Non-native Grassland - 0.21 acre

Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub
(Lemonade Berry) - 0.14 acre

Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub - 0.04 acre

Beach - 0.05 acre

EXHIBIT E



 



EXHIBIT F1

Approximate Dividing Line Between Static FS<1.5 (below) and FS>1.5 (above) and Seismic FS<1.1 (below) and FS>1.1 (above)

ATTACHMENT 1 - ANNOTATED MAP



 



EXHIBIT F2

Approximate Dividing Line Between Static FS<1.5 (below) and FS>1.5 (above) and Seismic FS<1.1 (below) and FS>1.1 (above)

ATTACHMENT 2 - ANNOTATED CROSS SECTION
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RESIDENTIAL REUSE, CONSERVATION, AND PUBLIC ACCESS PROJECT
1925 EL CAMINO DE LA LUZ, SANTA BARBARA 93109

PROJECT CONSTRAINTS/CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

4.  PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The Project team considered five project alternatives, in addition to the proposed Project and 
the “no project” alternative, during Project formulation and analysis: (1) in situ replacement of 
the pre-1978 landslide house, on a deep foundation and with landform stabilization, including 
the SWMS BMP’s; (2) a one-story 1,000 sf house in the upper level location of the proposed 
house, with the garage, entry, and driveway/turn-around as shown on the plans for the proposed 
Project;  (3) the proposed house with the garage located to the north of the lower driveway; (4) a 
cantilevered house suspended from caissons and beams in the lower driveway segment of the 
parcel and located south of the MTLS; and (5) alternative agricultural or group home uses that 
generally are allowed by the LCP Zoning Ordinance in the E-3 zoning district in which the Parcel 
is located.

(4.1.)  In situ House Replacement.  Implementation of the first alternative would (1) preclude the 
restoration of public views from the street to the Santa Barbara Channel and a considerable part 
of Santa Cruz Island, (2) require extension of the lower shear pin tie-backs beneath the MTLS 
and onto adjacent property on 1927 El Camino de la Luz that is not owned by others, and (3) 
produce a house with 1/3 less habitable space than the proposed residence.  For reasons of 
inconsistency with the applicable City LCP, General Plan, and Municipal Code, view blockage, 
the necessary off-site location of a critical landform stabilization component, and proportionately 
increased per square foot costs of the Project, Alternative 1 is considered to be infeasible.

(4.2) 1,000 sf Small House Alternative.  The second alternative would (1) reduce the habitable 
space of the house by 2/3, (2) proportionately increase the per square foot  costs of the Project, 
while (3) reducing its quality of life value, (3) expose >14 feet (vertical) of the house foundation 
and/or lower shear pins, and (4) require walls up to that height along the east and west sides 
below the lower level of the house to screen them.  For reasons of inconsistency with the 
applicable City LCP, General Plan, and Municipal Code, neighborhood incompatibility, and 
visual impacts, the minimum likely doubling in per-foot construction cost of the project and the 
diminished quality of life afforded by a 1,000 ft2 house in comparison to the proposed 3,100 ft2 

habitable space, Alternative 2 is considered to be infeasible. 

(4.3)  Garage Location Alternative.  The third alternative, which locates the garage in the 
proposed turnaround area to the northwest of the house, would (1) unavoidably reduce the turn-
around vehicular maneuvering space on the driveway apron to below Municipal Code 
standards, or (2) in the alternative require extension of the structural development envelope to 
the south, with resultant intrusion in the proposed public view corridor from El Camino de la Luz 
to the Santa Barbara Channel.  For reasons of inconsistency with the applicable City LCP, and 
Municipal Code, and neighborhood incompatibility, Alternative 3 is considered to be infeasible.
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RESIDENTIAL REUSE, CONSERVATION, AND PUBLIC ACCESS PROJECT
1925 EL CAMINO DE LA LUZ, SANTA BARBARA 93109

PROJECT CONSTRAINTS/CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

(4.4.) Cantilevered House Alternative.  The fourth alternative would suspend a light-weight 
house from horizontal beams that extend south from deep caissons in the parcel’s 12.5 feet 
driveway segment and over the MTLS easement.  A tandem two-car garage and entry would be 
located above the beams adjacent to the lower driveway area.  Such a beam-suspended 
structure could be located at or below elevation 130-132 feet MLLW, or alternately, if built on/
above the beams, extend vertically to at least elevation 140-144 feet MLLW, depending on roof 
design.  Similar cantilevered houses have been constructed elsewhere; additional caissons may 
be necessary in the Monterey Formation that underlies the driveway.  In either version, there 
would be no landform stabilization shear pins on the post-1978 landslide City (1978) and 
Doolittle (1984) graded slope near elevation 90, and thus no restoration of the Factor of Safety 
(FS 1.5 static, FS 1.1-1.2 seismic) in the landslide- and grading-impacted area, with a resultant 
continued  unstabilized manufactured hillside on the Parcel.  

Both the above- and below-beam sub-alternatives would (1) be elongated, narrow, and boxy, 
thus potentially less than fully consistent with the existing single family neighborhood residential 
character, (2) substantially block the public view from the street toward the Santa Barbara 
Channel either in the above-grade house configuration or by the tandem garage and entry, or 
both, and (3) add an additional prominently elevated structure to the line of existing structure to 
the west and east of the Parcel that are now part of the view shed from the lower beach plane, 
looking landward.  For reasons of inconsistency with the applicable public view standards, 
neighborhood community character, construction impact minimization, and reduced landform 
stability protection provisions of the LCP, General Plan, and Municipal Code, alternative 3 is 
considered to be infeasible.

(4.5)  Other Land Uses.  The  Municipal  Code  (LCP Zoning Ordinance)  generally authorizes 
two 
other land uses in the E-3 zoning district for parcels the size of the Project site: agriculture and 
group homes.  However, the lack of soils, the less than 0.5 acre parcel size, landslide-impacted 
sloping terrain, absence of an available or affordable on-site water supply for commercial 
agricultural irrigation, and proximity of houses on the adjacent parcels render both in-ground 
and greenhouse agricultural use of the parcel infeasible.  Similarly, the size, driveway geometry, 
reciprocal driveway easement limitations, and sloping terrain render the parcel unsuitable for 
group home development, parking, or emergency vehicle access.

(4.6)  No Project Alternative.  In the absence of purchase at fair market value of the Parcel by 
the City (or another public agency), the “no project” alternative would (1) preclude the Emprise 
Trust’s lawful economic use of the parcel, (2)  deny its constitutionally protected, substantial 
investment-backed right to such use, and forego (3) the proposed increased landform stability 
that benefits both private property and the MTLS, (4) dedication of the lateral beach public 
access easement, (5) dedication of the proposed public view corridor over the parcel, with 
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RESIDENTIAL REUSE, CONSERVATION, AND PUBLIC ACCESS PROJECT
1925 EL CAMINO DE LA LUZ, SANTA BARBARA 93109

PROJECT CONSTRAINTS/CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS

continued substantially blocked public views from the street to the Channel and Island, and (6) 
dedication of the coastal bluff and contiguous lemonade berry vegetation open space easement.

The proposed Project, as described in section 3, thus constitutes the regulatory standards-
consistent and environmentally preferred alternative residentially developed use of the parcel. 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Final MND/IS Summary of Comments & Responses  1925 El Camino de la Luz residence project 
June 2016    City of Santa Barbara Planning Division 

1925 El Camino de la Luz Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS ON DRAFT MND AND TOPICAL RESPONSES 

June 22, 2016 

The following summarizes public comments on the draft environmental analysis for a project to develop 
a residence at 1925 El Camino de la Luz (Draft MND, 02-03-16), and overall staff responses by topic. 
Revisions to the proposed Final MND have been made as applicable. Other comments not addressing the 
environmental analysis, such as comments in support or opposition to the project, will be forwarded for 
decision-maker consideration. 

Project Description 

1. Project description details. Comments identified corrections and clarifications to the written project 
description (N. Dall 03-10-16) 

Response: Some suggested revisions to the written project description in the proposed Final MND 
(FMND) have been made for clarification and correction, and to reflect the refined project plans 
submitted by the applicant (04-25-16). The corrections and clarifications pertain to descriptions of, 
native species vegetation, slope stabilization work, and temporary construction staging (see further 
detail in item 22 below). These minor revisions do not involve changes to the impact analysis 
conclusions.  

2. Construction staging area. Comments requested further detail clarifying proposed construction 
staging area for equipment, materials, and vehicles on the adjacent property, and its restoration 
following project construction (N. Brock 02-22-16, 05-02-16; Single Family Design Board 02-22-16, 05-
02-16; Planning Commissioners 03-02-16). 

Response: The construction process including staging areas is discussed in the MND/Initial Study 
sections on project description, visual resources (§1), air quality (§2), biological resources (§3), 
geology (§5), noise (§7), public services/solid waste (§9), traffic (§11), and water quality(§12). The text 
discussions in the proposed FMND have been augmented for clarification. 

Staging areas for the project construction process would be located on the project site, and on the 
adjacent property at 1921 El Camino de la Luz through a temporary lease agreement (Sheet A0.01 of 
project plans, 04-25-16). 

On the project site, the existing driveway would be used for materials and equipment staging for work 
on the project driveway, eastern side yard, and erosion control/runoff filtration components. 

The upper portion of the undeveloped property at 1921 El Camino de la Luz next to the project 
construction envelope would be used as a staging area for the temporary storage of materials, 
equipment, and vehicles for project construction activities and would be accessed via the existing 
driveway . The staging area comprises approximately 5,000 square feet of area that currently has four 
lemonade berry bushes and other mature vegetation (approximately 6-10 feet in height) along the 
northerly and easterly boundaries, and a wood fence on a concrete wall along the property lines of 
1921 El Camino de la Luz with 1919 and 1909 El Camino de la Luz. The upper portion of the staging 
area is relatively flat and the lower portion has steeper slopes.  

Preparation of the staging area would include removal of the lemonade berry shrubs and other 
vegetation, installation of security fencing and erosion control devices (e.g., filter strips, silt fencing, 
hay bales, straw wattles, and temporary jute netting with pins). A minor amount of grading would be 
undertaken to establish a temporary earthen ramp providing access between the staging area and 
the 1925 project construction area. No other grading is proposed. Following completion of 

EXHIBIT H
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construction activities, the staging area would be cleared of equipment, the temporary ramp would 
be removed, and the area would be revegetated with native species and drought-tolerant vegetation, 
including new lemonade berry plants, consistent with an approved landscape plan.  Driveway repairs 
would be made as necessary. 

The temporary staging areas and the landscape plan are part of the project subject to approval by the 
City Planning Commission, with final design approval by the Single Family Design Board (SFDB) 
consistent with post-construction measures for drainage, water quality control, and revegetation. As 
identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MND Exhibit ) the staging area would 
be subject to confirmation for installation of design components (e.g., drainage control), and 
monitoring for control measure compliance throughout the construction process (e.g., for visual, air 
quality, geology, noise, traffic, water control provisions) by a designated Project Environmental 
Coordinator (PEC) and City Planning Division and Building Division staff. Post-construction treatment 
(e.g., revegetation) would be reviewed for compliance prior to final inspection for occupancy. 

Visual Resources  

3. Public scenic views from the street. Comments expressed concern that the project would block existing 
ocean views from El Camino de la Luz at the top of the project site (L. and S. Wiscomb 03-06-16; M. 
and J. Maybell 03-09-16). 

Response: As discussed in the MND (Initial Study Section 1a, and attached photographic study exhibit), 
a scenic view of the ocean is visible from El Camino de la Luz in the distance across the project site, 
providing a brief glimpse by vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian travelers. The view corridor includes the 
project site driveway (an approximately 10-foot wide driveway shared with the 1927 El Camino de la 
Luz parcel to the west), vegetation, fencing, and overhead utility lines. The project site driveway and 
the adjacent driveway (for 1919 and 1921 El Camino de la Luz) provide a narrow corridor of 
approximately 35 feet in width between the adjacent residences to the east and west.  

The project is proposed to be built lower on the parcel (between the 80 foot and 130 foot elevations) 
than are the other existing homes along El Camino de la Luz, which are built closer to the street. The 
project has been designed to not be visible from El Camino de la Luz, and would not block the existing 
ocean view from the public street looking across the site to the ocean. The project would also remove 
the existing east-west gated fencing located near the base of the existing driveway, which would 
enlarge the view corridor compared to existing conditions. An offer to dedicate a public view corridor 
easement to maintain the view through the project site is included as a project component. The 
project would result in an incremental change and improvement to the existing public scenic view 
from the street. The Mitigated Negative Declaration analysis concludes that the project effect on the 
public scenic view from the street would not be substantial, and would not constitute a significant 
impact, a considerable contribution to a cumulative effect, or a policy conflict. 

Temporary Construction Staging. The project proposes to store construction materials and equipment 
on the existing driveway and on a staging area on the adjacent parcel at 1921 El Camino de la Luz. The 
project proposes that stored materials be covered with landscape colored material, and equipment 
would be stored on the staging site at 1921 El Camino de la Luz where it cannot be seen from the 
street vantage point. The overall project construction process is estimated to last up to 70 weeks (1.3 
years). The temporary construction staging areas are subject approval by the Planning Commission 
and Single Family Design Board as part of the project, and approved plan provisions and permit 
conditions would be monitored through the construction process. The MND analysis concludes that 
the impact on public scenic views from the street would be temporary and minimal, and would not 
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constitute a significant impact, a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact, or a coastal policy 
conflict. 

Alternatives. The parcel is a flag lot with a driveway and limited buildable area at the top of the lot as 
demonstrated by the Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) study (MND Exhibit D2). Moving the development 
closer to the street would increase public visibility and block existing public ocean views from the 
street. There is no feasible alternate siting location for the residence that would further reduce 
visibility or minimize incremental effects on views from the street. 

4. Public coastal views from the beach and ocean. Comments expressed concern for the project impact 
on views from the vantage point of the beach and ocean up toward the urbanized city and mountains. 
(S. Krome & J. Morgan 02-22-16 & 03-06-16; M. and J. Maybell 03-09-16; L. and S. Wiscomb 03-06-16; 
Planning Commissioners 03-03-16; Coastal Commission 03-10-16)  

Response: The MND (Initial Study section 1.a) analyzes this issue. The project would be sited between 
the 80 foot and 130 foot elevations above the beach, 169 feet upslope from the lower bluff step. 
Intervening topography and existing vegetation would screen its visibility from most locations to the 
east and west on the beach (approximately 400-600 foot distances) and from offshore in the Santa 
Barbara Channel (approximate 600-2,500 foot distances). The top portion of the proposed structure 
(above the vegetation planter boxes to be located around the west, south, and east elevations of the 
structure) would be partially visible from some locations (from south, southeast, and southwest) on 
the beach and immediate off-shore Channel area below the project site and lower bluff step (see MND 
Exhibit D1 photographic study). From some locations further distant off-shore, the residence would 
be more visible but smaller. This is similar to the other existing residences along Camino de la Luz, 
with intervening topography and vegetation blocking the view from many shoreline locations and only 
the tops of residences visible from some locations. 

The project would not result in a substantial change in area views inland from the beach and ocean 
due to the following factors: (1) the single residence is of a minor scope of development, and most of 
the 0.45-acre site would remain in undeveloped vegetated open space between the beach and 
project; (2) the residence would be viewed from a substantial distance, and the project would be an 
in-fill residence located within the context of a line of numerous single-family residences along several 
miles of this low-density urbanized area of the coast; (3) intervening topography and existing 
vegetation screens visibility from many locations and only the top of the residence would be visible 
from some beach and off-shore locations, similar to other residences in the area; and (4) the residence 
stepped architecture, materials, earth-tone color palette, and landscaping has been designed to blend 
into the slope and setting when viewed from a distance and would be subject to design approval for 
compatibility and visual aesthetics per City design guidelines. The view analysis exhibit using 
representative locations on the beach and ocean below the project parcel demonstrates limited 
visibility and supports the conclusion of no substantial change in coastal views. As such, the project 
impact to existing public coastal views from the beach and ocean would be less than significant, and 
would not constitute a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact. This component of the 
project could be found consistent with coastal policies for the protection of public coastal views, and 
based on the above impact analysis, a decision-maker determination of policy conflict would not 
constitute a significant environmental impact under CEQA. 

In response to Single Family Design Board concept review comments on February 22, 2016, the 
applicant made the following revisions to the proposed project (project plans 04-25-16), which were 
viewed favorably by the Single Family Design Board at the subsequent concept review hearing on May 
2, 2016: (a) an overall reduction in the size of the structure from 3,545 square feet (net) to 3,360 
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square feet (net). The residence was reduced from 3,101 to 2,789 square feet and the garage was 
increased from 444 to 571 square feet., (b) a reduction in the height of the upper level (level 2 living 
area) from 30 to 25 feet, with the overall height remaining at 30 feet, (c) architectural modifications 
to further step the building into the slope and site, (d) increased vegetation screening around the 
exterior of the residence (planter boxes to break up the west, south, and east structural elevations), 
(e) reduction of reflective materials (replacement of glass railings with cable rails, reduction of glazing 
at the staircase element on the west elevation; deletion of the roof-top solar energy component, but 
retaining area for possible future installation); (f) an earth-tone color palette to blend the project into 
the site when viewed from a distance; (g) increased landscape screening; and (h) more detail on 
exterior lighting design. All these measures apply coastal guidelines for minimizing view impacts and 
further reduce the less than significant project effect on views from the beach and ocean. 

Temporary Construction Staging Area. Analysis is also provided of views from the beach of the 
temporary project construction staging area for materials and equipment to be located at 1921 El 
Camino de la Luz (MND Exhibits D1, A3). The project site is located within an existing urbanized 
neighborhood, and the view toward the staging area is against the backdrop of existing urban 
development. The project proposes that stored materials would be covered with landscape colored 
material, and equipment stored on the site where it cannot be seen from the beach or street vantage 
points. The analysis demonstrates that the staging area and equipment use would not be visible to a 
height of 8-10 feet from the beach south of the property at the mean high tide line (MHTL) due to 
topography and vegetation. Views from the beach to the southwest and southeast of the site would 
be largely screened by topography and vegetation but would be intermittently visible, and the site 
would be visible from off-shore. This impact is incremental and temporary, and does not substantially 
change area coastal views from the beach, a less than significant impact and not a considerable 
contribution to a cumulative impact. 

Alternatives. The parcel is a flag lot with a driveway and limited buildable area at the top of the lot as 
demonstrated by the FAR study (MND Exhibit D2). Moving the development closer to the street would 
increase public visibility from coastal locations and block existing ocean views from the street. As such 
there is no feasible alternate siting of the residence that would further reduce visibility or further 
minimize incremental effects on views from the coast. 

5. Onsite visual quality and impacts to private views  

Private Views. Comments expressed concern with the project impact on private views from 
neighboring residences and suggested that the project be reduced in height and size and/or be sited 
closer to the street per other homes in the area. (M. and D Smith 02-22-16; J. Dorn 02-22-16; R. Stenson 
02-22-16; SFDB 02-22-16). At the concept review meeting held on 02-22-16, the Single Family Design 
Board comments requested that the building size and height be reduced; the shape of the house be 
modified to include area within the building elevations allowing additional landscaping to diminish the 
elevation impacts, particularly to east and west neighbors; more detailed preliminary landscape and 
irrigation plan be submitted; information be submitted on surrounding home square footages and 
floor-to-area ratios (FAR) and FAR of any potential buildable area closer to the street; and changes be 
made to various building materials. 

Response: The MND (Initial Study Section 1.a) addresses this issue. Impacts to private views are not 
generally considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA unless a project would 
substantially affect important scenic views from a large portion of the community. Portions of the 
residence would be partially visible from some other private residences in the surrounding area but 
not from a large portion of the neighborhood, Mesa community or City due to topography and 
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vegetation. The project siting at the proposed lower location preserves the public ocean view corridor 
from the street. 

Given the limited scope of the project for developing a single residence, the limited number of private 
views affected, the context of an in-fill project within an existing line of single-family residences, and 
the requirement for design review of structures and landscaping per City design guidelines, the project 
effect on existing private views would not be substantial and would not constitute a significant impact 
or a considerable contribution to cumulative effects on private views. The project effects could be 
found consistent with coastal policies for protection of scenic views. Based on the above impact 
analysis, a decision-maker determination of a policy conflict on this issue would not constitute a 
significant environmental impact under CEQA. 

As stated previously, design refinements have been made to the proposed project (04-25-16 project 
plans). These project design refinements would further reduce the less than significant view impacts 
to private residences in the surrounding area.  

Onsite visual quality. Comments question the visual impact of the project with respect to onsite visual 
character and quality, including concerns with the project size and height, compatibility with 
neighborhood houses, and location further downslope than other homes along El Camino de la Luz (B. 
Peterson 02-22-16, M. & D. Smith 02-22-16; J. Dorn 02-22-16, 03-03-16; R. Stenson 02-22-16, 03-02-
16; G. & J. Smith 02-22-16; Single Family Design Board (SBDB) 02-22-16, 05-02-16). 

Response: The MND (Initial Study section 1.a) discusses this issue. The project for one residence is 
limited in scope, with a majority of the site remaining in native vegetation and open space; would be 
sited as in-fill development within an existing urban neighborhood of other single-family residences; 
and would be visible from few locations due to topography and vegetation. The project siting, limited 
grading, architecture, color palette, and landscaping is designed to blend the residence into the site 
and is subject to design review approval for compatibility and visual character per City design 
guidelines. As such the project impact to onsite visual character, quality, and compatibility would be 
less than significant, and would not constitute a considerable contribution to cumulative effects. It 
would not be expected that the project onsite visual effects would be found in conflict with coastal 
visual resources policies, and based on the above impact analysis, any such determination of policy 
conflict would not constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

Based on a study of the sizes and floor-to-area ratios (FAR) of the twenty closest homes (MND Exhibit 
D2), the project (3,545 SF with garage, 0.18 FAR) would be larger than the average size of homes in 
the surrounding area (2,713 SF, 0.21 FAR) but within the range of home sizes (including garages) and 
FARs(1,388 SF to 6,137 SF, .06 - .42 FAR).  

Since the initial SFDB concept review on 02-22-16, the project has been modified to reduce the 
residence size from 3,101 to 2,789 square feet (with garage increased from 444 to 571 square feet); 
reduce the height of the level 2 living area portion of the building from 30 to 25 feet (while retaining 
a maximum height of the stepped building at 30 feet); provide for further architectural delineation to 
step the residence into the site; and landscape screening and earth tone color palette to reduce visual 
effects of the building elevations to the views of neighboring residences and from public coastal 
locations. Landscaping with native vegetation has been increased and further detail identified in the 
preliminary landscape plan. At the SFDB concept review on 05-02-16, SFDB member comments 
indicated that the project size, height, architecture, color palette, and landscape design were 
reasonable and in keeping with City design guidelines for visual compatibility. The project design 
refinements would further reduce less than significant project impacts associated with onsite visual 
quality. 
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6. Lighting and glare 

Project glare impacts. Comments express concern about potential project glare impacts to neighbors 
and coastal visitors (M. and D. Smith 02-22-16; J. Dorn 02-22-16; L. and S. Wiscomb 02-22-16; SFCB 
02-22-16, 05-02-16). 

Response: This issue is addressed in the MND (Initial Study section 1.e). Project lighting design is 
subject to City design review approval of architectural design and materials relative to the Single 
Family Residence Design Guidelines. Exterior lighting is also subject to the Municipal Code lighting 
ordinance that provides for shielding and directing light to avoid glare effects to off-site locations. As 
such, no significant glare impacts would result and the project effects would not constitute a 
considerable contribution to cumulative effects. Project lighting would be potentially consistent with 
lighting policies and coastal visual resources policies, and based on the above impact analysis, any 
such determination of policy conflict would not constitute a significant environmental effect under 
CEQA.  

Based on conceptual review comments of the Single Family Review Board (02-22-16), the project 
design was refined to reduce project components with the potential for reflective glare, including 
replacement of  glass railings with a cable rail system; reduction of glazing at the staircase element on 
the west elevation; increased landscape screening; deletion of the roof-top solar energy component; 
and provision of further detail for the location of exterior lighting, all of which further reduce the 
potential for glare impacts. The project design will be subject to further review by the SFDB for project 
design review approvals. A Recommended Measure for lighting design is identified below requiring a 
further detailed lighting plan for review and approval by the SFDB as part of the project’s preliminary 
and final design review. 

Recommended Measure 

RM V-1 Lighting Design. The applicant shall submit a detailed project lighting plan for approval by 
the Single Family Design Board as part of project design review approvals. 

7. Coastal Commission comment about visual resources 

Impact to Visual Resources. Comments from Coastal Commission staff included a general statement 
characterizing visual impact significance, and referencing coastal policies for protection of coastal 
visual resources, with the opinion that any project visibility and incremental impact to views from the 
coast could constitute an inconsistency with these policies and thereby a significant environmental 
impact and that alternatives should be studied to identify a minimal project. (M. Sinkula 03-10-16). 

Response: State and City guidelines for assessing visual impacts (CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, MND 
Exhibit B) require that identification of a significant visual impact be based on a “substantial” project 
effect. The CEQA Guidelines provide that impact significance determinations must be specific to the 
project and assessed based on the environmental context (§15064 (b)). The CEQA Guidelines for 
determining impact also specify that the existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other 
projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that a proposed project’s incremental effects 
are cumulatively considerable (§15064 (h). 

The MND (Initial Study section 1) addresses impact significance of project visual impacts. As discussed 
in items 3-6 above, the single residence project is limited in scope, with a majority of the 0.45 acre 
site remaining in undeveloped open space, and constitutes in-fill development within the context of 
a line of homes in an existing developed urban neighborhood. With substantial viewing distance from 
the beach and off-shore locations, intervening topography and vegetation, minimal topographic 
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change and project design features, and the locational context within the existing residential 
neighborhood, the project would be minimally visible and would not substantially change area views 
toward the urban area and distant mountains. The project incorporates siting location, site 
preparation/minimal topographic alteration, architectural design features, low-lying landscape, and 
public view corridor easement measures for maintaining the existing public ocean view corridor from 
the street.  

Also as discussed above in items 3-6, project design refinements have been made to further minimize 
visibility and ensure visual compatibility, thereby further reducing the less than significant impact to 
views (project plans 04-25-16). The project and these design refinements comport with coastal policy 
direction for minimizing visibility and view effects by designing structures to blend into the natural 
setting through stepping buildings and breaking up the mass of structures, reducing heights, 
minimizing grading, protecting vegetation and incorporating landscape screening, and dedicating 
view corridor easements. Single Family Design Board comments at the May 2, 2016 concept review 
hearing indicated that the project size, height, stepped architecture, color palette to visually blend 
the structure into the setting, and landscape design and screening were reasonable and in keeping 
with City design guidelines for visual compatibility. The project is subject to further architecture and 
landscape design review approval per City design guidelines to ensure compatibility with the visual 
character of the neighborhood and coastal visual resources. 

An alternatives analysis is not required for the CEQA document analysis; however, it is also clear that 
there is no feasible alternative location on the property for the proposed level of development. The 
parcel is a flag lot with the uppermost portion of the lot accommodating only the driveway. There is 
a limited area north of the 127 foot upper bluff step elevation of approximately 1312 square feet (105’ 
x 12.5’) which meets minimum factor of safety criteria for stability but which is not developable (a 
portion of the existing driveway, which is shared access with the adjacent parcel and is too narrow to 
provide for City development standards). There is a limited buildable area of approximately 740 
square feet (20’ x 37’) above the 127 foot elevation between the driveway and proposed building 
envelope location, which would not be sufficient for a single-family residence and garage 
development at the proposed level of development, and does not meet factor of safety setback 
guidelines without stability devices. Moving the project further north would also increase its visibility 
and block the scenic ocean view in the public view corridor from the street. Decision-makers may 
however require further project refinements or require alternatives analysis as part of their 
assessment of policy consistency or as a basis for making findings for action on the project permit. 

As demonstrated by the MND analysis, the project would not result in substantial changes to coastal 
visual resources in the area, including those associated with coastal scenic views, landform alteration, 
or onsite visual compatibility. The project would therefore not result in a significant visual impact or 
a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts to visual resources. The project could be found 
consistent with policies for protecting coastal visual resources. 

The Coastal Commission comment does not provide new or conflicting facts as supporting evidence 
for their assessment of a substantial project impact and/or considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact to coastal visual resources. The Coastal Commission comment indicates the 
opinion that any project visibility or incremental impact constitutes a significant project or cumulative 
impact or policy inconsistency. This is not supported by substantial evidence and does not meet the 
CEQA Guidelines or Lead Agency impact significance criteria of a substantial change to important 
scenic views or visual resources. 
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Consistent with case law, a conflict with a policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding or minimizing 
significant environmental impacts only constitutes a significant impact under CEQA if the conflict 
would result in a significant physical impact (Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz, 2005). 
Based on the MND impact analysis compared with existing conditions, the project would result in 
incremental view changes and no significant impact or cumulative contribution associated with views, 
landform alteration, or visual compatibility, and could be found consistent with coastal policies for 
protecting visual resources. In the event of a decision-maker determination of project conflict with 
coastal visual resource policies, such a determination would not constitute a significant impact under 
CEQA. 

The CEQA Guidelines provide that a disagreement among expert opinion is only applied as a basis for 
making an EIR determination in marginal cases after guidance about substantial evidence in §15064(f) 
is applied. In this case, application of §15064(f) criteria provides that there is substantial analysis and 
evidence supporting a conclusion that the project would clearly have only an incremental effect on 
important visual resources, and would not result in significant visual impacts or a considerable 
contribution to cumulative visual impacts. 

Air Quality Impacts 

8. Construction dust 

Construction air quality controls. Comments request further specification of dust controls during 
grading and construction to be sure that dust does not affect neighbors (N. Brock 02-22-16, 05-02-16; 
S. & L. Wiscomb 3-6-16). The comment letter from the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) notes APCD 
standard dust control measures recommended for grading and construction; measures for diesel 
engines to reduce particulate matter and ozone precursors; and requirements that portable diesel 
construction engines rated 50 bhp or greater to have a PERP certificate or APCD permit prior to grading 
and building permit issuance (K. Nightingale 02-23-16). 

Response: The MND (Initial Study section 2.b-d) addresses temporary dust and equipment emissions 
generated during project site stabilization, grading, and construction. The City Municipal Code 
(Building Code) specifies that construction activities implement APCD dust control measures. MND/IS 
Exhibit C identifies standard measures for dust control, construction equipment emissions, and 
portable diesel engines based on APCD standard measures, which would be applied to the project as 
conditions of permit approval. The impact analysis assumes implementation of these measures to 
reduce emissions, and the CalEEMod emissions calculation demonstrates that temporary construction 
emissions would not constitute a significant impact using the City and APCD guidelines. As discussed 
further in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the air quality provisions would be 
subject to monitoring for compliance throughout construction by a designated Project Environmental 
Coordinator (PEC) and City Community Development Department staff. Post-construction measures 
(e.g., revegetation) would be reviewed for compliance per adopted conditions of approval and prior 
to final inspection clearance for occupancy. 

The MND/IS text discussion has been augmented to summarize the control measures identified in the 
Exhibit C standard conditions of approval, as follows: 

Standard measures to reduce grading and construction-related dust and equipment emissions (MND 
Exhibit C) include water sprinklering (light surface watering for dust only; no subsurface saturation); 
minimizing disturbed areas; reduced on-site vehicle speeds; treatment of stockpiled soil; tarping of 
trucked soil; gravel pads at site access points; treatment of disturbed areas; designated dust monitor; 
registration/permit for portable diesel-powered construction equipment; regulations for off-road 
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diesel vehicles and mobile equipment; regulations for limiting duration of diesel vehicle engine idling; 
regulations for diesel engine emissions standards; replacement of diesel equipment with electric 
equipment when feasible; equipping diesel equipment with catalytic reduction, oxidation catalysts, 
and particulate filters when feasible; use of catalytic converters on gasoline-powered equipment 
when feasible; maintaining equipment in tune per manufacturers’ specifications; using minimum 
practical engine sizes for construction equipment; minimizing number of construction equipment 
operating simultaneously; and reduction of construction worker trips through carpooling and 
providing lunch on site. 

Biological Resources Impacts 

9. Native Vegetation 

Lemonade berry references. A comment asserts that references in the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND) to existing and restored lemonade berry vegetation should use the term “horticultural” 
vegetation rather than “native” vegetation because onsite lemonade berry vegetation was relocated 
by the landslide or planted following post-landslide grading (Emprise Trust letter, 03-10-16). 

Response: Project impacts associated with natural communities and native plants are addressed in 
the MND (Initial Study section 3.a and 3.e). The analysis identifies existing lemonade berry plants on 
the site as native vegetation and references restoration of native vegetation including lemonade 
berry. In the context of evaluating impacts of the project on important biological resources including 
existing native plant species, these references pertain to (1) recognizing the existing status of 
lemonade berry bushes on the site at the time CEQA environmental review was initiated, which is the 
salient factor for considering CEQA baseline conditions, not the timing of its establishment nor party 
who planted it; and (2) lemonade berry’s characteristic as a primary native plant species within the 
coastal scrub and coastal bluff communities of native plants. The City General Plan Program EIR 
identifies these communities as consisting of low-growing semi-woody shrubs, limited evergreen 
species, and annual and perennial grasses located on the Mesa, Las Positas Valley, Parma Park, and 
Hope Ranch areas. In Santa Barbara, dominant native species in these communities include coyote 
brush (Baccharis pilularis), and California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), along with lemonade 
berry (Rhus integrifolia), white sage (Salvia apiana), black sage (S. mellifera), purple sage (S. 
leucophylla), and with ruderal species mixed in. MND/Initial Study references to “native vegetation” 
have been edited for clarification to read “native species vegetation” or “native plant species”. The 
discussion of the importance of the on-site biological resources references the biologist 
characterization of the lemonade berry plants as a monoculture not exhibiting diversity of a complete 
scrub habitat ecosystem, and also recognizes that they contribute to larger area habitat values. 

Geology Impacts 

10. Temporary construction – slope stability and erosion hazards 

Grading and construction effects on slope instability and erosion. Comments expressed concerns about 
the site’s geologic hazards of unstable slopes and erosion, the previous landslide, and the potential for 
project site preparation and construction activities to result in significant geologic hazard impacts. 
Concerns include whether installation of slope stability measures (e.g., drilling for caissons, installation 
of shear pins and tie-backs), site grading, heavy equipment, and other construction activities could 
trigger a landslide, create erosion, cause underground utility breaks (water lines, Mesa sewer trunk 
line), affecting the stability and safety of areas outside of the project site (J. H. Taylor 02-22-16; D. & 
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M. Smith 02-22-16; J. Dorn 02-22-16; R. Stenson 02-22-16, 3-10-16; S. and L. Wiscomb 03-06-16; M. & 
J. Maybell 03-09-16; D. Crawford 03-10-16; Planning Commissioners). 

Response: The MND (Initial Study section 5a.v, b, c) addresses short-term construction-related 
impacts associated with unstable slopes and erosion, based on project geotechnical, engineering, and 
hydrology reports which demonstrate that temporary activities for demolition of existing facilities on 
the site, grading and installation of slope stability devices, and project construction would not 
exacerbate geologic hazards or result in significant effects associated with unstable slopes or erosion. 

Following the 1978 landslide, grading and other work in 1979 and 1984 to stabilize the slope did not 
trigger further landslide or result in significant effects associated with unstable slopes or erosion to 
the site or surrounding area. Data collection (inclinometer readings to detect subsurface movement) 
for the project geotechnical and engineering studies identified that since the 1984 grading and slope 
stability work, the site has been stable and not subject to further slide movement. Recent inclinometer 
readings on both the 1925 and 1921 El Camino de la Luz sites have confirmed that the slope has 
remained stable since May 2011. The inclinometers would be preserved for monitoring during the 
construction process to confirm that the site remains stable. 

The project construction process has been designed to avoid the potential for significant geologic 
hazards to the site or neighboring sites as a result of heavy equipment, grading, drilling and installation 
of slope stability devices, and project construction. Installation of slope stability devices (shear pins 
and tie backs) would be done with drilling and poured in place construction, not pile driving. Limited 
grading would create a temporary bench cut for the drilling rig to drill the shear pins. The initial 
installation of shear pins would provide immediate slope stability due to increased shear resistance. 
The tiebacks would be drilled from the temporary bench cut supported by the shear pins. The shear 
pins and tie backs would improve stability of the site per industry safety factors such that heavy 
equipment, site grading, and construction would not trigger landslides, cause instability to off-site 
properties including the adjacent construction staging site, or cause breaks in the sewer main or other 
underground utilities.  

With respect to concern about the Mesa Sewer Trunk line leaking, there is reference to potential prior 
leakage referenced in a post-landslide investigation report. However, Public Works staff has 
confirmed that the 10” sewer line that runs through the 1925 El Camino Del La Luz property was 
rehabilitated in 2006, and there is no evidence of current leakage. (D. Weaver 1978; N. Dall 03-10-16, 
L. Arroyo 2016). 

11. Long-term slope stability 

Long–term instability and erosion hazards. Comments expressed concerns about the project’s 
potential for causing slope instability and erosion affecting surrounding area properties or coastal 
resources over the long-term. Comments referenced prior geologic studies that characterize the 
geological constraints to development. Concerns include effects from installing caissons into bedrock; 
heavy water retention tanks that could leak, and the potential need for future coastal armoring. Peer 
review of project technical studies was suggested. (M. and D. Smith 02-22-16; J. Dorn 02-22-16; 
Thompson & L. Phillips 02-24-16; S. and L. Wiscomb 03-06-16; M. & J. Maybell 03-09-16; M. Lyons 3-
10-16; D. Crawford 03-10-16; Single-Family Design Board 02-22-16; Coastal Commission M. Sinkula 
03-10-16; Planning Commissioners 03-03-16) 

Response: The MND (Initial Study section 5a.v, b, c) analysis of long-term project impacts associated 
with unstable slopes and erosion was based on extensive project geotechnical, engineering, and 
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hydrology studies, which conclude that the project would not exacerbate these geologic hazards or 
result in significant long-term impacts associated with these geologic hazards.  

Prior geological reports. Commenters referenced prior reports that identify the area as subject to 
unstable slopes and erosion, including the City Safety Element Technical Report (Rodriguez, Campbell 
2012); and reports associated with the 1984 Doolittle permit for landslide repair work (on 2001, 1933, 
& 1927 El Camino de la Luz), including Preliminary Landslide Investigation Report (Pacific Materials 
Laboratory 1978), Preliminary Landslide Hazards Evaluation (D. Weaver and Associates 1981), Letters 
(Buena Engineers, Inc. 1983), and Memoranda (Department of Conservation Division of Mines and 
Geology (1982-1983); Geologic Investigation of 2001 El Camino de la Luz (R. Coudray 1992); Buena 
report 1983.  

Response: The MND analysis identifies site conditions as subject to unstable slopes, including 
landslides and erosion, based on the City Master Environmental Assessment geological constraints 
maps and report (2009), the General Plan Program EIR (2011), the City Safety Element technical report 
and maps (2013), and the project technical reports. 

The project geotechnical, engineering, and hydrology reports were based on detailed site-specific 
testing and investigations including on-site investigations, core samples and testing, analysis of other 
geologic studies (including those referenced by commenters), analysis of historic aerial photography 
in the area, and site monitors. The analysis provided project-specific analysis of the proposed 
development together with site stabilization and project design components, which informed the 
MND analysis of project impacts and mitigations. The project technical reports included Geological 
and Geotechnical investigations and design review reports (Cotton, Sires and Associates, Inc. 2012, 
2015, 2016); Wave Run-Up and Coastal Hazard Analysis (GeoSoils, Inc. 2015); Coastal Bluff Analysis 
(Scepan 2012); shear pin calculations (C. L. Grant, Civil Engineer 2013); Project Constraints Analysis 
(Dall & Associates 2015); Hydrology Report (CSA 2015); and Grading, Drainage, & Erosion Control 
Plans (C. L. Grant, Civil Engineer 2013, 2016). 

The prior geological reports referenced by commenters provide characterization of geological 
constraints for the area and site based on various levels of technical investigation data and analysis. 
The prior reports referenced by commenters serve to confirm information in the MND about 
geological constraints of the site, and do not conflict with the characterization of geologic constraints 
in the project technical reports. However, the prior reports did not include consideration of post-
landslide work, nor analyze impacts of the specific project development proposal together with 
proposed site stabilization, drainage and erosion control, and vegetation components designed to 
avoid significant geological effects. The prior reports referenced by commenters do not address or 
refute the specific project impacts and mitigation analysis provided in the MND and project technical 
reports. 

Several of the prior reports identify the bluff edge at the higher elevation near the street, which is 
different than stated in the project geological reports. This difference in interpretation of coastal bluff 
edge location does not change the analysis of physical environmental effects of the project, which is 
not addressed or disputed by these prior reports. The different assessments of bluff edge location is 
a matter informing decision-maker policy findings, but does not represent a differing opinion about 
the physical condition of the site or environmental effects of the project. 

Long term slope stability and erosion effects on surrounding properties. Commenters expressed 
concern that the project could cause long-term destabilization of the slope affecting neighboring 
properties, including from caissons drilled into bedrock and heavy water retention tanks. 
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Response: The project geotechnical, engineering, and hydrology analyses as described in the response 
above (CSA 2012, 2013, 2015, 2016), which were based on extensive site investigation including core 
samples on the adjacent 1921 El Camino de la Luz site and were informed by other geological 
investigations of surrounding properties, demonstrate that the project slope stability components 
would improve stability of the site and surrounding area over the 75-year life of the project in 
comparison to existing conditions, and do not have the potential to destabilize the site or surrounding 
properties. The use of shear pins and tie backs anchored into bedrock is a proven engineering method 
for holding the slope together and establishing improved slope stability per industry safety standards, 
and does not have the potential to destabilize the subsurface geologic substructure. 

The weight of water by volume is about half that of soil. The project geologist analysis concludes that 
the net loading of the water retention tanks would be less than if there were no tanks at all, and that 
the tanks would not have the potential to destabilize subsurface geology . The tanks are designed to 
avoid leakage and to withstand seismic events. Horizontal drains beneath the project would collect 
and pump any subsurface water in the event of any leakage, such that no significant erosion or 
stability effects would result. 

Long-term cliff erosion, sea level rise, and future coastal armoring. Commenters express concerns that 
with ongoing cliff erosion and sea level rise below the project, the project could contribute to erosion 
and the need for future shoreline protective devices. 

Response: The MND analysis identified no significant project impact associated with long-term cliff 
erosion, sea level rise, and coastal armoring. The MND analysis is based on project technical and 
design studies that identify that project slope stability, drainage controls, and vegetation components 
of the project would reduce erosion on the site compared to existing conditions. 

Technical study of aerial photography of the period 1950-2010 (Scepan 2012) for erosion and landslide 
activity identified a net range of 10.5 to 33.0 feet southward reposition of the coastal bluff over the 
60-year period, with the toe of the lower coastal bluff eroded at a net 4.0 to 6.8 feet during the period 
for an average annualized rate of 0.8 inches to 1.4 inches. The Wave Run Up Study (GeoSoils 2012) 
identified that within a few years following the landslide, marine processes reestablished the 
alignment of the lower coastal bluff relative to adjacent segments up and down the coast, with this 
analysis confirmed by CSA (2016) based on State photographic imagery (Department of Boating and 
Waterways and Division of Mines and Geology 1979-1993; CSA 2016).  

The project would be located between the 80 foot and 130 foot elevations on the project site, 169 
feet upslope (north) of the lower bluff step near the shore. The technical analyses demonstrate that 
with the low cliff retreat rates gradually increased by maximum scenarios of sea level rise by years 
2050 and 2100, erosion of the lower bluff step would not reach the project development during its 
75-year life. There is potential that wave run-up at the base of the cliff could potentially affect the 
stability of the larger landslide area. However, with the proposed project distance from the shoreline 
and the slope stability, drainage control, erosion control, and vegetation measures, wave run-up and 
cliff retreat would not represent factors affecting project safety, and the project development would 
not exacerbate erosion, cliff retreat, sand supply or other shoreline landforms, processes, resources, 
or hazards. As such, no shoreline protective devices such as seawalls, revetments, jetties, groins, or 
retaining walls would be required to protect the project during its 75-year life. 

Peer review. Commenters suggested additional peer review of the project geotechnical analysis.  

Response: The extensive project geological and geotechnical analyses were performed, prepared, and 
stamped by qualified professional experts registered by the State of California (geotechnical engineer 
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and engineering geologist of the firm Cotton, Shires & Associated, Inc.). The reports were reviewed 
by City staff of the Land Development Team (Planning Division and Building & Safety Division), and by 
the Staff Geologist of the California Coastal Commission. The Coastal Commission Staff Geologist 
identified a differing opinion on policy/bluff edge location issue but not on the geotechnical and safety 
analysis that supports the environmental impact conclusions. Further review and approval of the 
geotechnical reports by the Building & Safety Division will occur prior to issuance of a grading or 
building permit. The Municipal Code provides that supplemental engineering geology reports and 
data may be required as the Building Official may deem necessary, which may include additional peer 
review, and that recommendations of the project reports must be approved by the Building Official 
and incorporated in the project. Staff has determined that, based on the qualifications of the project 
technical experts, review of technical reports by the Coastal Commission geologist, and no submittal 
of substantial evidence refuting the environmental impact conclusions of the technical reports, no 
further peer review is required at this time. 

12. Characterization of site constraints 

Comments object to MND characterization of the project site as subject to slope instability and erosion 
and the statement that sea level rise could potentially increase coastal erosion, because the technical 
analyses conclude no significant project impacts (N. Dall 03-10-16). 

Response: The MND impact analysis starts with identification of existing conditions and potential 
constraints before evaluating project impacts. The MND statements referenced describe that the site 
and surrounding area are subject to slope instability, erosion, and sea level rise constraints, based on 
numerous sources referenced including the City Master Environmental Assessment 2009, General 
Plan Program EIR 2011, and General Plan Safety Element (2012). The MND statement about sea level 
rise reflects numerous climate change studies and reports that recognize that forecasted effects of 
climate change on sea level rise and storm intensity have the potential for increasing rates of coastal 
erosion from increased storm surge and wave run-up (UNCHFCCC Report 2015; California OPC 2012; 
Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Guidelines 2015; City of Santa Barbara General Plan Program EIR 
2011, Climate Action Plan 2012, and Safety Element 2013). 

The MND analysis goes on to recognize prior slope stability and revegetation work following the 
landslide, which improved stability and erosion conditions, and that the project as designed with slope 
stability, drainage control, erosion control, and vegetation components would further improve slope 
stability and safety and reduce drainage and erosion hazards. The analysis based on project technical 
studies identifies that with expected erosion rates assuming the high range of projected sea level rise 
and with the project location at a sufficient distance 169 feet upslope from the lower bluff step, the 
project as designed would not exacerbate erosion and slope stability hazards, the project would meet 
slope stability safety criteria, and no shoreline protection devices would be required for the life of the 
project. 

13. Impacts from potential conflict with coastal policies. 

Edge of bluff at 127 foot elevation and not 51 foot elevation. Comments assert that the top of bluff 
(bluff edge) should be determined at the 127 foot elevation using current Coastal Commission staff 
guidelines for applying coastal policies and regulations, and not at the 51 foot elevation identified by 
the project applicant. Comments maintain that with a bluff edge determination at 127 feet, the project 
is therefore being proposed on the bluff face and without appropriate safety setback from the edge of 
bluff, in conflict with coastal policies and regulations for development. Comments assert that this 
policy inconsistency for project location on the bluff face represents an environmental impact (B. 
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Peterson, 2-16-16; S. Knomme & J. Margan 2-16-16; S. and L. Wiscomb 3-6-16; M. Sinkula 03-10-16; 
Planning Commissioners 3-3-16) 

Response: The MND (Initial Study section 5.a- b-c) addresses this issue. The determination of the bluff 
top or bluff edge location (terms used interchangeably) is a qualitative judgment based on 
consideration of the site topography and application of coastal regulations and guidelines. The 
purpose of determining the bluff edge location is for subsequently determining an appropriate 
development setback from the bluff edge, which is intended to direct development to more stable 
and safe locations and avoid the need for shoreline protective devices over the life of the project (such 
as seawalls, revetments, jetties, groins, or retaining walls). As is noted in the current Coastal 
Commission staff guidance document (M. Johnsson, 2003), for some sites, this judgment of bluff edge 
location can be open to differing interpretations. Due to unique variable topographic conditions in 
this area of the Mesa and the prior landslide on the project site, the project site topography is 
complicated, and more than one interpretation of bluff edge has been made by geologists analyzing 
the conditions. The project permit decision-makers make the final determination of bluff edge 
location for the project for purposes of policy consistency findings. 

City Planning staff and Coastal Commission staff identified the bluff as having a step-like condition, 
with the edge of bluff at the upper step at 127 foot elevation. This bluff edge identification was based 
on substantial evidence, including review by City planning staff, Coastal Commission analyst, and 
Coastal Commission geologist (Dr. Mark Johnsson) of the site topography, submitted project plans 
and technical reports with surveyed topography, geotechnical studies, and hydrology analysis, a site 
visit by City staff and Coastal Commission staff analyst and Geologist, and analysis/application of the 
coastal bluff edge policies using current Coastal Commission regulations (CCR Title 14 §13577) and 
guidance (Mark Johnsson, Establishing development setbacks from coastal bluffs, 2003). 

Additional information supporting this determination includes the following: General Plan Program 
EIR map (2011); General Plan Safety Element technical report map (2012); City Master Environmental 
Assessment Maps (2009); recent LiDAR-generated topographic data maps, utilizing remote sensing 
laser measurement of distance to identify earth contours, which demonstrate the unique pattern of 
coastal cliffs with multiple steps in this area of the Mesa (Nares 2015 MND attachment; UCSB Bren 
2015); a contour map depicting the 500-foot distance consideration for making the determination 
(MND Exhibit F4); archive plan references for adjacent sites identifying top of bluff at the higher 
elevation (2001 El Camino de la Luz 1961 plans, 1933 El Camino de la Luz 1955 plans, 1909 El Camino 
de la Luz 1948 plans, 1903 El Camino de la Luz 1954 plans), and prior geologic reports for the area 
including the preliminary landslide investigation (Weaver 1981/Pacific Materials Laboratory 1978) 
which identified the landward edge of the landslide scarp at properties at 1839, 1903, 1909, 1919, 
1921, 1925, 1927, 1933, and 2001 El Camino de la Luz and 2011 Edgewater Way; and a geologic 
investigation of 2001 El Camino de la Luz which identified the landslide headscarp as the bluff (R. 
Coudray 1992). 

With a determination of the bluff edge at the 127 foot elevation, the project would be located on the 
bluff face and therefore, would not provide a development setback from the bluff edge. As such, the 
MND identifies the project as potentially in conflict with LCP policy 8.2 which precludes most 
development on the bluff face, and Coastal Act policies, regulations, and guidelines which direct 
development to be set back from the bluff edge and areas meeting minimum factors of safety for 
slope stability. 

In accordance with California case law, for purposes of CEQA environmental impact review, a project 
inconsistency with a policy adopted for the purposes of avoiding or reducing environmental effects 
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represents a significant environmental impact only if the policy conflict results in a significant 
environmental impact (Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz, 2005).  

The MND analysis, using conservative assumptions, demonstrates that the project at its proposed 
location and with design components for slope stabilization to meet factor of safety criteria would 
not exacerbate existing geologic hazards, would improve slope stability and drainage control and 
reduce existing overland erosion hazards compared to existing conditions, and would not result in 
significant geologic impacts associated with the temporary grading and construction process, long-
term slope stability/safety of the site or surrounding area, or long-term erosion or the need for 
shoreline protection devices. This is true whether the bluff edge is determined to be located at the 51 
foot elevation or 127 foot elevation. Therefore, the potential policy conflict associated with a bluff 
edge determination at the 127 foot elevation is a policy matter relevant to decision-maker action on 
the project permit, but does not constitute a significant environmental impact under CEQA. 

Edge of bluff at 51 foot elevation and not at 127 foot elevation. Comments assert that the top of bluff 
should be determined at the 51 foot elevation and not the 127 foot elevation (N. Dall.03-10-16).  

(1) Supporting Evidence. The comments note that the determination of bluff edge at the 51 foot 
elevation is based on a detailed project technical report analysis including historical mapping, aerial 
photos, and site investigation for surveyed results (Scepan 2012; CSA 2016), which identifies the cliff 
to be rounded away, with the bluff edge at the 51 foot elevation and no upper step or bluff edge 
existing, while the staff determination for a bluff edge at 127 foot elevation was not based on a 
similarly adequate detailed analysis. 

Response: As noted in the response above, the City and Coastal Commission staff determination of 
bluff edge at the 127 foot elevation was based on substantial evidence and analysis, including expert 
geologist review of topography, project plans, and technical reports, site visits, and analysis applying 
coastal bluff edge determination guidance. The following Coastal Commission staff communication 
with City staff (Megan Sinkula, Coastal Program Analyst, 05-02-16 email) further clarifies this point 
with respect to review by Coastal Commission Staff Geologist Mark Johnsson and his bluff edge 
determination:  

“…Dr. Johnsson has consulted with the City on numerous occasions regarding the geological issues 
of the proposed project, visited the proposed site with the City, reviewed the “Geologic and 
Geotechnical Investigation Report” (CSA, 2012), the “Update Report and Response to City Review 
Team Comments” (CSA, 2015), as well as the “Supplemental Geological Response and 
Hydrological Response to City of Santa Barbara Planning Division Letter” dated December 8, 2015 
(CSA, 2016), as well as other geologic reports dealing with the geology of the site and nearby 
environs. Furthermore, Dr. Johnsson has visited the site to observe conditions directly. Dr. 
Johnsson has, therefore, provided an expert opinion based upon extensive review of the proposed 
project location and all geologic reports generated for the proposed development, collaboration 
with the City’s analysts and personal expertise from performing many determinations of bluff 
topographic expression — all before the project has come before the Commission.” 

(2) 500 foot distance criterion. The comments assert that the 51 foot elevation for bluff edge would 
meet the CCR Title 14 §13577 regulation for determining bluff edge, including that the bluff edge 
distance would meet and exceed the 500-foot criterion, while the landslide headscarp at 127 foot 
elevation identified by staff would not meet the 500-foot distance criteria of the CCR bluff edge 
regulation for identifying a bluff edge and cannot be determined to be the bluff edge. 
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Response: Coastal Commission staff communication to City staff (Megan Sinkula, Coastal Program 
Analyst, 04-20-16, 05-02-16 emails) confirmed that the 500 foot criterion in CCR 13577 refers to the 
minimum area to be examined in making a coastal bluff determination, and not the minimum length 
of a coastal bluff or bluff edge, and that the criterion is used only in distinguishing between the coastal 
bluff and canyon bluffs. MND Exhibit F4 indicates the 500 foot area considered. 

Communication to City staff from Coastal Commission staff (Megan Sinkula, Coastal Program Analyst, 
05-02-16 email) further explains Dr. Johnsson’s analysis for bluff edge determination at the 127 foot 
elevation with respect to the 500 foot coastal regulation criteria: 

“…Coastal Commission Regulations Section 13577 states, in relevant part: The termini of the bluff 
line, or edge along the seaward face of the bluff, shall be defined as a point reached by bisecting 
the angle formed by a line coinciding with the general trend of the bluff line along the seaward 
face of the bluff, and a line coinciding with the general trend of the bluff line along the inland 
facing portion of the bluff. Five hundred feet shall be the minimum length of bluff line or edge to 
be used in making these determinations.” 

“This language is best understood by referring to the figure that accompanied the 1979 Staff 
Report adopting the regulation (Section 13577).” 

 
“As can be seen, the 500-foot (minimum) trend line is used to define the general trend of the 
coastal bluff as opposed to a canyon or fluvial-facing bluff. The point on the bluff reached by the 
line bisecting the angle formed by the coastal bluff trend line and the canyon bluff trend line is 
the point at which a coastal bluff transitions to a canyon bluff. The 500-foot criterion is meant to 
assure that minor indentations in a coastal bluff do not constitute a transition to a canyon bluff. 
That is the only significance of a 500-foot criterion. This language does not pertain to whether a 
landslide scarp constitutes part of a coastal bluff (i.e., some minimum length of bluff needed for 
a landslide scarp to constitute a coastal bluff.)” 

“Therefore, as Dr. Johnsson has provided in his professional opinion, the landslide scarp at 1925 
El Camino De La Luz clearly constitutes a coastal bluff edge at this location. The original bluff edge 
was destroyed by the landslide, and a new bluff edge was established at the headscarp of the 
landslide.” 
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(3) Bluff determination guidelines. The comments note that the 51 foot elevation bluff edge location 
would conform to applicable bluff guidelines (Geologic Stability of Blufftop Development, 1997) which 
were adopted by the CA Coastal Commission and referenced in the current adopted City Local Coastal 
Plan, while the staff analysis used the Mark Johnsson staff memo guidelines (2003), which were not 
adopted by the Coastal Commission and are not applicable to the project. 

Response: The 1997 Geologic Stability of Blufftop Development guidelines were part of the Coastal 
Commission’s Statewide Interpretive Guidelines and provided guidance at the time the City’s Local 
Coastal Plan (LCP) was adopted (1981), but were not an LCP attachment nor referenced in the LCP 
geologic discussion or policies, and are currently outdated. The Mark Johnsson guidelines 
(Establishing development setbacks from coastal bluffs, 2003) provide the current methodology and 
standard of practice employed by Coastal Commission staff in evaluating setbacks for bluff top 
development to inform the Coastal Commission, local agencies, and public on application of coastal 
bluff development policies and regulations to development permit decisions across the state, as noted 
in the guidelines and confirmed by Coastal Commission staff (M. Sinkula, 05/02/16). 

(4) Prior Coastal Commission decisions. The comments assert that the 51 foot bluff edge determination 
would be consistent with the Coastal Commission regulation (PRC 30625(c)) that “decisions of the 
(Coastal) Commission where applicable shall guide local governments …in their future actions”, given 
that prior Coastal Commission permits for grading and slope restoration in the project vicinity 
following the landslide identified the work to be inland of the beach and bluff edge and seaward of 
residences thereby recognizing the lower bluff edge location. The comments state that a staff bluff 
edge determination at 127 foot elevation would conflict with the Coastal Commission Doolittle permit 
findings for bluff edge and therefore the Coastal regulation for local governments to follow prior 
Coastal Commission guidance. 

The prior Coastal Commission permit issued to Doolittle (for sites 2001, 1927, and 1933 El Camino de 
la Luz) was for limited slope stability repair work following the landslide, and associated findings do 
not represent binding precedent for new development of a residence on the project site at 1925 El 
Camino de la Luz. The technical and staff reports for the Doolittle permit clearly state that further 
analysis and permits would be required for proposed residential development in the area. Analysis 
for the current permit application appropriately uses the current 2003 Coastal Commission staff 
guidance for development on coastal bluffs for identification of the bluff edge. 

14. Coastal Commission comment about geologic hazards 

Impacts associated with geologic hazards. Comments received by Coastal Commission staff included 
a general statement characterizing geologic resources impact significance, and referencing coastal 
policies for protection of public safety and coastal resources, with the opinion stated that the project 
would conflict with these policies, which would constitute a significant impact. (M. Sinkula 03-10-16). 

Response: In a change to CEQA, the recent Supreme Court opinion (CA Building Industry Association 
v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District 12-17-15) held that CEQA generally does not require an 
agency to consider the effects of existing environmental conditions such as geologic hazards on future 
residents, except for the potential for the project to exacerbate existing environmental conditions. 

The MND (Initial Study section 1) does address the impact significance of project effects associated 
with geologic hazards and public safety. The analysis identified potentially significant impacts 
associated with slope instability and erosion. Substantial technical evidence and analysis is provided 
that supports the conclusion that the project as designed with slope stability and drainage and erosion 
control elements would improve landform stability, erosion, and drainage conditions compared to 
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existing conditions and would not exacerbate hazards or result in significant safety or other geologic 
impacts to the project, surrounding properties, or coastal resources. 

The Coastal Commission staff comment does not provide new factual information or other substantial 
evidence in support of a conclusion of significant impacts. And, as noted in the MND, under CEQA case 
law, a policy inconsistency only constitutes a significant impact under CEQA if the policy conflict would 
result in a significant impact. The MND identifies the potential for decision makers to find the project 
in conflict with coastal policies about development on a bluff face and for incorporating development 
setbacks from the bluff edge and areas meeting stability factors of safety. Based on the impact 
analysis, a policy conflict in this instance would not constitute a significant environmental impact for 
CEQA review purposes. 

15. Other geologic constraints 

The comment questions potential for environmental effects associated with other geologic-related 
hazards including seismicity and liquefaction (Planning Commissioner 03-03-16). 

Response: The MND addresses this issue (Initial Study Section 5.a). Geologic formations on the project 
site are identified as landslide deposits on the lower slope, Monterey Formation mid-slope, and 
Quaternary Marine Terrace deposits at the upper portion of the property nearest the street. The site 
is outside identified earthquake fault hazard zones. All California is subject to earthquake ground 
shaking, and State and City Building Code provisions require appropriate structural design to address 
ground shaking. The site is identified for low potential for liquefaction (loss of soil strength during 
earthquake shaking) and expansive soils. The site is not identified with geologic substructure subject 
to radon hazard. In the event final technical studies prior to building permits identify these risk in any 
area of the building envelope, building code regulations are in place to adequately address the issues 
through site design, structural design, and barriers. The project does not have the potential to 
exacerbate seismic and geologic hazards exposing persons and structures to risk of earthquake fault 
rupture, earthquake ground shaking, liquefaction, expansive soils, or radon impacts, constituting a 
less than significant project impact. (City Master Environmental Assessment and Safety Element maps 
and guidelines, and project geologic hazard studies)  

Noise Impacts 

16. Construction-related noise 

Temporary noise impacts and controls. Comments expressed concern about the impact of 
construction-related noise and vibration on the surrounding neighborhood. Sources of noise 
referenced included heavy equipment, excavation, pile driving, drilling, trenching, paving, and traffic. 
Potential noise and vibration impacts raised include disturbance to neighbors, damage to neighbors’ 
hearing, and property damage such as cracked pipes, walls, or foundations, and broken glass. 
Comments pertaining to noise controls suggested further specification of noise controls; a limitation 
on the overall duration of the construction process; revised construction hours to start later than 7:00 
a.m.; and further detail on advance notification to neighbors and monitoring of noise. (N. Brock 02-
22-16, 05-02-16; J. H. Taylor 02-22-16; R. Stenson 02-22-16; S. and L. Wiscomb 03-06-16; M. & J. 
Maybell 03-09-16; D. Crawford 03-10-16) 

Response: Temporary construction-related noise and vibration is addressed in the MND (Initial Study 
section 7.a, c). The project scope is limited to site preparation and construction of a single residence. 
Overall duration of the construction process is estimated at 70 weeks (1.3 years) including up to four 
weeks of demolition and six weeks of site grading. 
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The MND/Initial Study analysis identifies a potentially significant impact to the surrounding 
neighborhood associated with temporary grading and construction equipment noise and vibration. 
Higher noise levels (>80 dBA at 50 feet) and vibration are associated with some processes, such as 
heavy equipment and vehicles, drilling for poured in place caissons to stabilize slopes, grading, and 
jack hammers for demolition of existing pavement. (Note that the project does not include pile driving 
for caisson installation.) These higher noise levels are intermittent and periodic and are limited in 
overall duration.  

Construction processes are regulated through City ordinances and building permit provisions. 
Requirements of the Santa Barbara Municipal Code Noise Ordinance provide limitations on noise-
generating construction equipment to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.  

With application of identified mitigation measures N-1 through N-3 further limiting construction days 
(weekdays only) and hours (to end at 4:00 p.m.) for high noise-generating construction processes, 
requirements for construction equipment sound controls, and neighbor notification 20 days prior to 
commencement of the construction process, temporary construction-related noise and vibration 
impacts of the project would be less than significant. In addition, a pre-construction meeting with 
contractors is held to review noise mitigation requirements, and monitoring of the implementation 
of mitigation measures is required by an approved project environmental coordinator (PEC) [see 
attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)] with bi-weekly reporting to City 
staff. 

Recommended Measures 

The project site is located in a quiet residential neighborhood. The following additional measures have 
been added to the MND as recommended measures that could be applied to the project toward 
further reducing the less than significant construction-related noise and vibration impacts. As 
determined necessary to implement noise policies and make required findings for permit approval, 
the following additional Recommended Measures could be required by decision-makers as project 
conditions of approval to further limit construction hours, further specify sound controls and 
neighborhood notification, add sound barriers, and conduct a building cracks survey.  

RM N-4 Further Construction Hours Limitations. Requirements in mitigation measure N-1 are 
superseded by the following provisions: All construction activities shall be prohibited on 
weekends and shall be permitted only on weekdays between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 
4:00, with the exception of ten specified holidays when construction activities shall also 
be prohibited: New Year's Day (January 1st); Martin Luther King Jr Day (3rd Monday in 
January); President’s Day (3rd Monday in February); Memorial Day (Last Monday in May); 
Independence Day (July 4th); Labor Day (1st Monday in September); Thanksgiving Day (4th 
Thursday in November); Day Following Thanksgiving Day (Friday following Thanksgiving); 
Christmas Day (December 25th). *When a holiday falls on a Saturday or Sunday, the 
preceding Friday or following Monday respectively shall be observed as a legal holiday. 

RM N-5 Use of Construction Equipment Sound Controls. Requirements in mitigation measure N-2 
are further specified as follows: Equipment and vehicle mufflers and silencing devices 
shall be operating whenever equipment and vehicles are in use for the project. All diesel 
equipment shall be operated with closed engine doors. Unnecessary idling of internal 
combustion engines shall be prohibited during project construction processes. Whenever 
feasible, electrical power shall be used to run air compressors and similar power tools. 
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RM N-6 Neighbor Notification Specifications. Requirements in mitigation measure N-3 are 
augmented as follows: Additional notification of neighbors within 300 feet of the project 
area shall be provided one week prior to a changed construction schedule. A sign (with 
minimum font size of 0.5 inch) with the information required by mitigation measure N-1 
shall be posted at the point of entry to the site immediately upon building permit issuance 
and upon any subsequent update notifications. 

RM N-7 Construction Noise Barriers. Stationary construction equipment that generates noise 
exceeding 50 dBA at the property boundary shall be shielded with a barrier that meets a 
sound transmission class (STC) rating of 25. Air compressors and generators used for 
construction shall be surrounded by temporary acoustical shelters. 

RM N-8 Structural Crack Survey and Video Reconnaissance. At least twenty (20) days prior to the 
issuance of a demolition permit, Owner shall notify owners and occupants of structures 
within 300 feet of the project site property lines of the opportunity to participate in a 
structural crack survey and video reconnaissance of their property.  Prior to the issuance 
of a demolition permit, Owner shall prepare a structural crack survey and video 
reconnaissance of the property of those owners or occupants who express a desire to 
participate in the survey.  The purpose of the survey shall be to document the existing 
condition of neighboring structures within 300 feet of the project site property line and 
more than 30 years old.  After each major phase of project development (demolition, 
grading, and construction), a follow-up structural crack survey and video reconnaissance 
of the property of those owners and occupants who elected to participate in the survey 
shall be prepared.  Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, Owner shall meet with 
the owners and occupants who elected to participate in the survey to determine whether 
any structural damage has occurred due to demolition, grading or construction at the 
project site. Prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy, Owner shall provide for prior 
two-week neighbor notification and video documentation of post-construction condition 
of buildings and other structures, and shall compensate any neighbors for repair of cracks 
caused by the construction process.  

Recreation Impacts 

17. Beach access and open space easements 

Comments request clarification of proposed access and open space easements and question their 
identification as beneficial to coastal recreational resources (Planning Commissioner 03-03-16) 

Response: The project site includes the back beach area from the lower cliff to the Mean High Tide 
Line. A recorded private access easement exists that provided for a former footpath from 1927 El 
Camino de la Luz across 1925 El Camino de la Luz to the beach (Preliminary Title Report, 2015). The 
path no longer exists due to the landslide.The general alignment identified for the proposed California 
Coastal Trail along the West Mesa includes the beach and closest roads parallel to the coast. The back 
beach area of the parcel is included within this general identified trail alignment. 

The project proposal includes an offer to dedicate a lateral public access easement across the back 
beach area to the Mean High Tide Line. There is no proposal for a vertical easement from the public 
beach up to the project site. An offer to dedicate an open space easement over the undeveloped area 
is also proposed as part of the project, which includes the area below the project development 
envelope to the coastline.  
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The easements provide permanent recorded legal assurances of public access across the back beach 
area, and preservation of vegetated open space and habitat on the site, which is also part of the visual 
open space backdrop of the public beach and ocean recreational areas. These legal assurances are 
beneficial to the public beach, coastal trail, and open space recreational resources of this area of the 
coast. 

Traffic Impacts 

18. Construction traffic 

Impacts to neighborhood. Comment expressed a concern for construction-related traffic in the 
neighborhood (D. Crawford 03-10-16) 

Response: Construction-related traffic impacts of the project are addressed in MND/Initial Study 
section 11.b. The project is limited to site preparation and construction of one residence. Existing area 
traffic levels are low.  

Traffic generated by the project during the construction process will vary during different phases of 
work and will include worker trips, deliveries of equipment and materials, and removal of demolition 
debris and construction waste materials. The project proposes construction equipment and materials 
staging on the project site and adjacent property at 1921 El Camino de la Luz.  

The project would be subject to standard conditions of approval (MND/Initial Study Exhibit C) 
restricting construction truck trips to outside of peak traffic hours; requiring approval of routes for 
construction traffic; and requiring approval of specific designated construction staging and parking 
areas.  

Construction-related traffic is temporary and limited and may represent an inconvenience but does 
not constitute a significant traffic impact per City impact significance thresholds. 

Water Quality and Hydrology Impacts 

19. Construction process - drainage and water quality 

Construction impacts to water quality. Comments expressed concerns that the project grading and 
construction process could cause runoff affecting surrounding properties, or could pollute run-off or 
groundwater with dust, metals, construction contaminants, leaking of drilling fluids, or landslide 
debris. Additional detail on temporary drainage and water quality controls was requested (J. Dorn 02-
22-16; Single Family Design Board 02-22-16; S. and L. Wiscomb 03-06-16; Planning Commissioners 03-
03-16). 

Response: The MND/Initial Study section 12.b-d addresses temporary grading and construction-
related impacts associated with drainage and water quality. Coastal Commission regulations and City 
plans and ordinances require implementation of an approved drainage and storm water management 
plan for temporary construction activities throughout the project site demolition, stabilization, 
grading, construction, and landscaping process. The approved plan identifies controls to assure that 
the construction process would not result in significant temporary impacts associated with drainage, 
erosion, storm water, groundwater, and water quality. The City Erosion/Sedimentation Control 
Program (Building & Safety Division, 2012) identifies control measures to be included in such plans. 
Best management practices provide for containment procedures in the event of accidents or spills. 
Standard air quality conditions of approval also require all equipment to be maintained. 

Measures incorporated in the preliminary drainage and erosion control plan for the project 
construction process (Project plans sheets A0.01 and .02 Construction Drainage Plan and Drainage 
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Notes; and Drainage and Erosion Control Plan and Grading Plan, 1925 El Camino de la Luz (C. L. Grant, 
Civil Engineer, 2013) include the following: gravel entrance; filter system on catch basin at El Camino 
de la Luz cul-de-sac and parking areas; control of erosion and drainage with use of silt fencing, straw 
wattles, fabric wattles, hay bales, plastic sheeting; vegetation protection with temporary jute netting 
with pins. The plan is subject to review and approval as part of the project by Planning and Creeks 
Division staff, Planning Commission, and Single Family Design Board. The final plan is subject to review 
and approval prior to issuance of a grading and building permit, and plan provisions would be 
monitored by a Project Environmental Coordinator during the construction process as part of the 
Monitoring and Reporting Plan (attached to MND). 
MND/Initial Study sections 9 and 6 address removal of landslide debris within the project 
development envelope and any hazardous materials identified during the site preparation or 
construction process. Landslide debris removal would be directed, monitored, and inspected by a 
licensed geotechnical engineer as a standard requirement of the building permit. Proper disposal of 
any hazardous materials discovered is required and governed by State regulations. OSHA worker site 
safety procedures are also standard construction contractor provisions. 

20. Long-term - drainage and water quality 

Storm water management. Comments requested more detail about the long-term storm water 
management program for the project, and expressed concerns that the project could adversely affect 
surrounding properties due to inadequate maintenance of storm water management devices; and 
potential loading or earthquake cracking of water tanks (J. Dorn 02-22-16; Single Family Design Board 
02-22-16; M. Sinkula, Coastal Commission 03-10-16). 

Response: Long-term drainage and water quality management is addressed in the MND (Initial Study 
section 12.b-d). The project would result in approximately 7,000 square feet of impervious surface 
and would retain approximately two-thirds of the site as natural open space. State and City policies 
and regulations require that onsite capture, retention, and treatment of storm water to manage 
volume and water quality be incorporated into the project. Increased storm water (based on 25-year 
storm) is captured and retained on site (for a one-inch storm event over 24 hour period) and treated 
using best management practices (BMP). Project technical reports (CSA 2012, 2015, 2016) provide 
evaluation of project hydrology and design of on-site drainage facilities and storm water management 
plans to be installed as part of the project, and project plans (Plan sheet CD-1, 4-25-15) provide the 
drainage plan. The City Creeks Division has reviewed the current project storm water management 
plan (SWMP) and concluded that the plans could comply with City Tier 3 SWMP requirements for run-
off volumes, water quality treatment, and BMPs. Final plans would be approved prior to issuance of 
a grading and building permit and installation of SWMP measures prior to final project inspection. The 
City provides annual reports to the State on implementation of post-construction SWMP measures. 

A recommended measure has been added to the FMND to the MND as follows to further ensure 
implementation of approved plans for drainage facilities and storm water management: 

WQH-1 Drainage and Storm Water Management Facilities and Plans. Final project plans shall 
incorporate project components for construction and post-construction permanent 
drainage and storm water management facilities and operation/maintenance provisions 
reflecting technical study recommendations and consistent with City policies, ordinances, 
and guidelines for construction erosion and sediment control, and permanent storm 
water management addressing water volumes and water quality. 
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The MND nalysis demonstrates that the project would improve long-term drainage and water quality 
treatment on the site compared with current conditions. The drainage plan would provide for control 
of all surface water within the grading and development envelope to avoid landform saturation, 
reduce erosion, and reduce high pore water pressures. On-site drainage facilities would include three 
horizontal below grade drains connected to three on-site water storage tanks (total capacity >36,000 
gallons), back drains behind retaining walls, and residence sub-floor sub-drains, along with vegetation 
restoration, landscaping, and roof gardens. Drainage from subareas of the property would be 
collected in inlet and trench drain devices and directed to on-site subsurface water storage tanks, 
used for on-site maintenance of lemondade berry restoration areas and landscaping, and any excess 
water pumped back to the El Camino de la Luz municipal storm drain. Drainage for two small areas 
(driveway area) would continue to be directed to the adjacent property 1921 El Camino de la Luz with 
a permanent drainage easement, but with volume reduced through collection of a portion from the 
project site directed to on-site drain inlet and trench drain collection devices. The site geology is not 
appropriate for use of infiltration methods for water quality treatment, and the project would utilize 
filtration on drain inlets and trench drains, UV light treatment or similar method for water tanks, 
native vegetation to minimize sediment, nutrients, and pesticides, and sweeping of paved areas. On-
going maintenance of SWMP facilities and practices is a standard permit requirement. 

The proposed subsurface tanks are designed to not leak and to withstand seismic ground shaking. 
Water weighs about half the weight of a comparable volume of soil. The project geologist analysis 
concludes that the placement of the water tanks would not result in net weight loading or have the 
potential to destabilize the site (CSA, 2016). 

21. Environmental document type 

Mitigated negative declaration vs. environmental impact report. Comments suggest that an 
environmental impact report rather than mitigated negative declaration should be prepared as the 
project environmental document. (M.T. Lyons 03-10-16; Planning Commissioners 03-03-16) 

Response: The CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines provide direction and criteria for Lead Agency 
determinations of the appropriate type of environmental review document for a given project. An 
Environmental Impact Report is prepared if there is substantial evidence that the project may have a 
significant environmental effect. A Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be prepared when project 
plans and mitigation measures agreed-to by the project applicant would avoid or mitigate potentially 
significant environmental effects such that clearly no significant effects would result, and there is no 
substantial evidence in the record that the project may have a significant environmental effect.  

Public comment on the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration analysis of project environmental effects 
stated concerns about project impacts, but provided no substantial evidence that a significant impact 
may occur. The evidence in the record clearly demonstrates that environmental impacts of the project 
as proposed would not be significant, or would be mitigated to a less than significant level by 
mitigation measures agreed-to by the project applicant. There is no substantial evidence in the record 
to support a finding that the project may result in a significant effect on the environment. 

22. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Supporting Evidence. Clarify basis for mandatory findings of significance with further text indicating 
evidence supporting the findings (Planning Commissioners 03-03-16). 

Response: The MND states that the findings are supported by the analysis throughout the MND. 
Additional text summarizing the MND analysis and supporting the findings has been added to the 
FMND. 
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Applicant Technical Comments 

23. Project Description. Change reference from native vegetation to horticultural vegetation; include 
reference to proposed temporary construction staging area on 1921 El Camino de la Luz; clarify 
manner of shear-pin and caisson installation. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical comments attachment) 

Response:  

Native Vegetation. Please see item 9. “Native” refers to plant species indigenous to the area, which is 
not changed by when the vegetation was established on the site or who established it. The text 
reference has been clarified to reference “native species”. 

Construction Staging. Please see item 2. A reference to the proposed temporary construction staging 
area at 1921 El Camino de la Luz has been added to the MND cover sheet summary project description. 
The DMND full project description included reference to the proposed temporary construction staging 
area at 1921 El Camino de la Luz based on information provided in the project application. This text 
description has been augmented in the proposed FMND to reflect additional detail provided with the 
refined project plans submitted by the applicant (04-25-16 plans). 

Installation of caissons and shear pins. The FMND cover sheet summary project description and the 
FMND full project description have been augmented to state “using drilling and poured in place 
construction rather than pile driving”. 

24. Environmental Setting. Revise characterizations of coastal bluff; use Mean Lower Low Water elevation 
as reference in describing parcel boundary; change references to identify lemonade berry as a 
horticultural species and not native species; clarify reference to tsunami run-up area; correct 
references to post-landslide activities on the site in 1978 and 1984. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical 
comments attachment) 

Response: 

Coastal bluff characterization. The commenter’s opinion about the location of bluff edge and 
applicable guidelines for interpreting coastal policies and regulations is noted, and was already 
summarized in the DMND discussion and in prior responses to comment. Please see item 13 response. 
The proposed FMND descriptions of existing environmental setting and Geology section impact 
discussion are edited but continue to recognize that the parcel has complex step-like topography 
which includes a lower tier cliff near the shoreline and a long bluff sloping up to an upper tier step at 
the landslide head scarp, consistent with expert opinion of the Coastal Commission staff geologist 
based on substantial evidence as described, and current guidelines used by the Coastal Commission 
and City and their staffs for evaluating development setbacks from coastal bluffs and applying coastal 
development regulations and policies (M. Johnsson, Establishing development setbacks from coastal 
bluffs, 2003).  

Water elevation reference. The MND discussion referenced which describes parcel topography for 
purposes of environmental impact analysis will continue to describe parcel location and boundaries 
with reference to Mean High Tide Line, which is the measure used routinely by agencies in Santa 
Barbara County, with the elevation corrected to 4.63 feet. It is noted that these descriptions for 
environmental review purposes do not represent jurisdictional boundary determinations. 

Native species references. Please see item 9 response above. The text provides a brief summary 
describing native species vegetation existing on the site for the purpose of identifying baseline 
environmental conditions. Text references have been clarified. 



25 
Final MND/IS Summary of Comments & Responses  1925 El Camino de la Luz residence project 
June 2016    City of Santa Barbara Planning Division 

Tsunami run-up area. The text in the proposed FMND has been revised to clarify that the identified 
tsunami run-up area (City MEA 2009) is identified for the lower portion of the project site below the 
51 feet elevation of the lower bluff step, and that the project development envelope is outside the 
identified risk zone. 

Post-landslide activities. The text in the proposed FMND has been revised to clarify references to post-
landslide activities in 1978 and 1984 for this brief summary description of the environmental setting, 
and later in the Geology impacts discussion. 

25. Existing Land Use, Access, and Parking. Delete use of term “vacant” and clarify existing on-site 
development and homeless use; include reference to California Coastal Trail alignment and recorded 
private access easement along back beach area of the parcel. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical comments 
attachment) 

Response: 

Land use description. The text in the proposed FMND summary of existing land use on the site has 
been revised to clarify existing on-site remnant development, and added references that the site has 
no existing residential dwelling or active residential use, and that the site near the lower bluff step 
has reportedly had unauthorized use by an encampment of homeless persons. 

Coastal Trail. The proposed FMND access description and Recreation section have been revised to 
include references to the general trail alignment and recorded private access easement along the back 
beach area of the project site. Please see item 17 response. 

26. Plans and Policies discussion. Revise discussion of coastal bluff edge policies to recognize bluff edge 
at 51 foot elevation and not 127 foot elevation. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical comments attachment) 

Response: Bluff edge. The MND (Initial Study section 5.a- b-c) addresses this issue. Please see item 13 
response. The commenter’s opinion about the location of bluff edge and applicable guidelines for 
interpreting coastal policies and regulations is noted, and is already summarized in the MND 
discussion. 

27. Note on Supreme Court case opinion. Clarify discussion regarding CEQA document scope of review. 
(N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical comments attachment) 

Response: CEQA note. The proposed FMND text is augmented to clarify that the MND/Initial Study 
document analysis includes full evaluation of impacts associated with environmental hazards. (N. Dall, 
03-10-16 technical comments attachment) 

28. Visual Resources. Clarify discussion of view impacts from viewing locations on the beach and ocean. 
(N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical comments attachment) 

Response: View impacts. The text discussion in the proposed FMND has been augmented to clarify 
analysis of project impacts to views from the beach and ocean, with more detail about the existing 
context of the view and the topographic, vegetation, and project design factors that minimize project 
visual effects, including project design refinements submitted by the applicant (04-25-16) in response 
to the comments from the Single Family Design Board concept review. 

29. Lighting and Glare. Clarify discussion of project components. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical comments 
attachment) 

Response: Lighting effects. The proposed FMND text discussion has been revised to clarify project 
components, reference required Single Family Design Board approval of project materials and lighting 
design, and identify design refinements submitted (04-25-16 project plans) that would further reduce 
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any potential glare impacts. A Recommended Measure has been added specifying that design review 
approvals by the Single Family Design Board would include approval of a project lighting plan. 

30. Biological Communities. Clarify location references for coastal bluff scrub vegetation and proposed 
open space easement; revise references to natural community because plants are horticultural; correct 
analysis that project would not remove any coastal bluff vegetation or cliff aster; include reference to 
project mitigation of the impact by homeless persons on vegetation. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical 
comments attachment) 

Response: Native plant impacts and mitigation. The text in the proposed FMND Biological section has 
been revised to clarify the location of the open space easement which is proposed as a component of 
the project and habitat areas to be protected by the easement; existing native species vegetation and 
project effects; and to include reference to project mitigation of existing vegetation damage due to 
unauthorized use of the property.  

31. Geology and Soils, Existing Site Conditions. Correct parcel elevations; characterizations of physical 
processes per technical studies, effects of sea level rise on bluff erosion rate, unsubstantiated 
references to lower sea cliff and lower bluff location, and setback/factor of safety references for slope 
stability and erosion discussion; and delete identification of potential policy conflicts based on 
unsubstantiated bluff edge location at the landslide head scarp. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical comments 
attachment) 

Response: 

Parcel elevations. Please see item 23 response. The parcel elevations utilize reference to Mean High 
Tide Line, and the shoreline elevation has been corrected. 

Physical processes. The impact analysis starts with identification of existing conditions and constraints 
before evaluating project impacts. The statements referenced describing the site and surrounding 
area as subject to slope instability and bluff erosion constraints are based on numerous sources 
referenced including the City Master Environmental Assessment (2009), General Plan Program EIR 
(2011), and General Plan Safety Element (2012), as well as the project technical studies. No text 
change is required. 

The MND analysis then goes on to recognize prior slope stability and revegetation work following 
the landslide which improved stability and erosion conditions, and that the project as designed with 
slope stability, drainage control, erosion control, and vegetation components would further improve 
slope stability and safety and reduce drainage and erosion hazards. The analysis based on project 
technical studies identifies that with expected erosion rates assuming the high range of projected 
sea level rise and with the project location at sufficient distance 169 feet upslope from the lower 
cliff, the project as designed would not exacerbate erosion and slope stability hazards, the project 
would meet safety criteria for the project, and no shoreline protection devices would be required 
for the life of the project. 

Bluff erosion and sea level rise. Per the DMND discussion of existing site constraints states, historic 
and current rates of coastal cliff erosion are first identified, based on the project technical reports. It 
is noted that sea level rise may result in increased erosion rates from increased frequency and 
intensity of storm surge and wave run-up .This statement reflects numerous climate change studies 
and reports which recognize that forecasted effects of climate change on sea level rise and storm 
intensity have the potential for increasing rates of coastal erosion from increased storm surge and 
wave run-up (UNCHFCCC Report 2015; California OPC 2012; Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise 
Guidelines 2015; City of Santa Barbara General Plan Program EIR 2011, Climate Action Plan 2012, 
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General Plan Safety Element 2013, Griggs-Russell City of Santa Barbara Sea Level Rise Vulnerability 
Study 2012). No MND text change is warranted for this existing conditions discussion.  

The further MND analysis based on project technical studies identifies that with expected future 
erosion rates assuming the high range of projected sea level rise, and with the project location at 
sufficient distance 169 feet upslope from the lower cliff, the project would not be affected by 
accelerated erosion of the lower cliff, and the project would meet safety criteria for the project and 
would not exacerbate shoreline erosion, such that no shoreline protection devices would be required 
for the life of the project. 

Lower bluff step and policy conflicts. Please see item 13 response. The references to the lower cliff or 
lower bluff are consistent with the City and Coastal Commission staff identification of the bluff on the 
site having a step-like feature with several tiers including the lower at 51 foot elevation and the upper 
at 127 foot elevation. The identification of the bluff edge at the 127 foot elevation by the Coastal 
Commission staff geologist and City staff is based on substantial evidence as described. A final 
determination of bluff edge location in connection with coastal policy consistency findings will be 
made by decision makers for the project permit application. The State CEQA Guidelines §15063 
specifies that an Initial Study include an evaluation of project consistency with applicable plans and 
land use controls. Because there are differing opinions about the location of the bluff edge, the MND 
included evaluation of policy consistency or conflict for each of the bluff edge locations, including the 
51 foot elevation. 

Long-term erosion/ bluff setbacks and factors of safety. The text is referencing that the project 
technical report analyses, including the CSA supplemental response, did not entirely follow the 
current recommended Coastal Commission guidelines methodology for determining development 
setbacks (M. Johnsson 2003), which factors in a development setback from an area that already meets 
factor of safety criteria. However, the MND also includes the conclusions of the project technical 
reports that, with the development distance from the lower bluff step and the project design 
components for stabilizing the development envelope to a level meeting factor of safety criteria, the 
project during its life would not be affected by shoreline erosion, would not exacerbate shoreline 
erosion, and would not require shoreline protective devices. 

32. Hazards/Fire Hazard. Correct reference to adjacent open space with native vegetation. (N. Dall, 03-
10-16 technical comments attachment) 

Response: Urban/Vegetation Interface. The referenced discussion describes existing conditions with 
respect to fire hazard. Factors affecting fire hazard include steep slopes and interfaces between urban 
development and vegetated open spaces. It is a fact that a vegetated open space is located adjacent 
and downslope of the project development envelope. The term native vegetation refers to plant 
species indigenous to the area. No text change is required. 

33. Recreation/Facilities. Correct reference to proposed open space easement. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 
technical comments attachment) 

Response: Open space easement. The text of the proposed FMND has been edited to clarify the 
location of the proposed open space easement. 

34. Water Quality and Hydrology. Correct references to owner of adjacent parcel; wave erosion effects 
on slope stability; development location. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 technical comments attachment) 
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Response:  

Owner of adjacent parcel. The text of the proposed FMND has been edited to correct the reference 
to the owner of record of the adjacent property at 1921 El Camino de la Luz. 

Wave erosion effects. The MND discussion of existing baseline conditions is provided to identify 
potential hazards and constraints on the site. The discussion notes that that wave erosion at the toe 
of a slope has the potential to affect the stability of a landslide area above. This represents a well-
known geologic process, and past geologic studies of the Mesa and past experience of slumps and 
landslides in the vicinity have documented the potential for wave run-up at the toe of a landslide to 
create the potential for undermining and activating a landslide. The MND analysis goes on to identify 
the effects of the project compared to this baseline condition. No text change is required in response 
to this comment. 

Topography and project location. The proposed FMND text reference has been edited to clarify the 
location of the proposed development with respect to the sloping topography of the site. 

35. Land Use and Planning. Revise language pertaining to potential policy conflicts. (N. Dall, 03-10-16 
technical comments attachment) 

Response: Bluff location and policy application. Please see item 13 response regarding discussion of 
policy consistency analysis as part of the MND document. 

36. Mandatory Findings of Significance. Concur with findings; include additional finding. (N. Dall, 03-10-
16 technical comments attachment) 

Response: Additional finding. The suggested additional finding has been added to the proposed 
FMND, along with addition discussion summarizing impact analysis of the document that supports the 
mandatory findings. 

Additional Questions and Comments 

37. Relation of policy consistency and impact assessment  

Comments requested further clarification of the relation between the determination for location of 
bluff edge/policy consistency and the MND assessment of no significant geological impacts (Planning 
Commissioners 03-03-16) 

Response: Determination of the bluff edge is a qualitative assessment based on site topography and 
coastal guidelines, and is a factor in applying coastal policies. In areas with complex and variable 
topography such as the project site, more than one interpretation of the bluff edge is possible. 

If the bluff edge is determined at 51 foot elevation as proposed by project applicant, the project would 
not be located on the bluff face and would not be inconsistent with the LCP policy 8.2 that prohibits 
most development on the bluff face. 

If the bluff edge is determined at the 127 foot elevation as identified by City and Coastal Commission 
staff, the project could be found as located on the bluff face, and inconsistent with LCP policy 8.2. 

In addition, the project siting on a location that does not meet factor of safety criteria without 
stabilization mechanisms could be found inconsistent with guidelines to apply coastal policies for 
establishing a development setback from a coastal bluff edge and areas naturally meeting slope 
stability factor of safety criteria. 

The CEQA Guidelines provide for environmental analysis to identify whether a potentially significant 
impact could occur if a project could conflict with a policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
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significant impacts. Case law for interpreting and applying this CEQA Guidelines provision directs that 
a policy conflict is only identified as a significant impact under CEQA if the conflict would result in a 
significant physical effect. 

The MND analysis recognizes the project site and area as subject to geological hazards pertaining to 
slope instability and erosion, and also recognizes that slope repair and revegetation work done 
following the 1978 landslide improved the stability and reduced overland erosion on the site. The 
extensive project technical analysis demonstrates that the project as proposed with slope stabilization 
and drainage and erosion controls would improve slope stability to meet industry factor of safety 
criteria, would improve the stability of the surrounding area, would improve control of drainage and 
overland erosion, would not require shoreline protective devices for the life of the project, and would 
not exacerbate geologic stability and erosion hazards or result in significant short-term or long-term 
impacts associated with safety, geologic hazards, and coastal resources. 

Whether the bluff edge is determined at the 51 foot or 127 foot elevation, the project as proposed 
would not result in significant physical geologic impacts. Although proposed at a location where factor 
of safety criteria for slope stability do not currently exist, the project as proposed with slope stability 
devices would meet minimum factor of safety criteria for stability and would not result in significant 
physical geologic impacts. As such, any potential policy conflict with LCP Policy 8.2 and/or other 
coastal policies or guidelines for development setbacks from bluff edge and stable areas do not 
constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

However, project permit approval requires findings of project consistency with coastal policies. 
Therefore, potential policy inconsistencies remain a factor for the decision-maker decision on 
approving or denying the project permit request. 

38. Takings. 

Comment asks the instances of policy inconsistency determinations with subsequent findings of 
property takings (Planning Commissioner 03-03-16). 

Response: The comment is not a comment on the draft MND environmental analysis. The Coastal Act 
(§30010) establishes a policy that local governments and the Coastal Commission shall not grant or 
deny permits in a manner resulting in a property taking. In such an instance, a permit may be granted 
for a project with policy consistency to the extent feasible and without full consistency with all coastal 
policies and guidelines. The Coastal Act taking policy has been occasionally invoked by the Coastal 
Commission and local agencies across the State to approve projects. 

39. Liability. 

Comment asks whether there are cases in which a permit is approved, the safety measures 
subsequently fails, and the owner sues the City (Planning Commissioner, 03-03-16) 

Response: The comment is not addressing the MND analysis. It is standard City practice to apply a 
condition to permit approval that waives liability to the City. In addition, under the Government Code, 
the City has tort claims immunity for granting permits. 

Additional Correspondence Received Responding to MND Comments 

The following communications from the project applicant with responses to MND public review 
comments were received after the end of the public review period for the Draft MND. 

Applicant Responses to Planning Commission Comments at 03-03-16 Hearing (N. Dall, 03-10-16) 

Applicant Responses to Coastal Commission Letter (N. Dall, 03-30-16). 
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Applicant Responses to Public Comment by M. Lyons, D. Crawford, B. Peterson, M. & J. Maybell, J. and K. 
Finegold, J. Taylor, N. Brock & T. Morrison, M. Thomas, J. Morgan & S. Krome, S. & L. Wiscomb, R. Stenson 
(N. Dall 03-31-16) 

Applicant Responses to Public Comment by J. Taylor, D. & M. Smith, R. Stenson, J. Dorn (N. Dall 04-06-16) 

Applicant Responses to Public Comment by G. & J. Smith (N. Dall 04-07-16)  

Coastal Commission staff email (05-02-16) 




